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ABSTRACT 
The Secondary School Principa l's Role in Professional 
Negotiations as Perceived by Representatives 
of Utah 's Educational Enterpris e 
by 
Paul H. Lefever, Doctor of Education 
Utah State University, 1970 
Major Professor: Dr . Terrance E . Hatch 
Department: Educa tional Administration 
xi 
The objective of this study was to examine the extent to which congruent 
ro le expectations on 50 se lected variables were held for the secondary school 
principal about his role in professional administration and in collective negotia-
tions by representatives of Utah's educational enterpris e. The selected variables 
describe certain possible functions performed by the principal and were sub-
grouped into nine topic headings that were tested by use of the null hypothesis 
method. The nine topic variables were: (A) Instruction and Curriculum 
Developme nt , (B) Personnel Staffing and Placement , (C) Pupil Arrangement 
a nd Control, (D) Public Relations, (E) School Building Management and F inance, 
(F) The Negotiations Process, (G) Grievance Procedure, (H) Related Impasse 
Action, apd (I) Association Membership. 
The respondents in this study included a ll secondary school principals , 
presidents of local boards of education, presidents of local teachers' associations, 
superintendents of local school districts, and a stratified random sample of 
secondary school teachers from each of Utah's for ty school districts. The 
respondents responded to an orginal instrument, "The Principal's Role 
Expectation Scale, " based on a weighted 5-point Likert scale used to deter-
mine role congruency. 
xii 
The statistical instruments used to determine the per cent and amount 
of agreement between and among the responding groups on the 50 selected 
variables included an analysis of variance technique, the F Test, Duncan 's 
New Multiple Range Test and Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus . The 
statistics provided descriptive data about the principal's expected role per-
formance on the nine null hypothesis as well as each of the 50 selected 
variables. 
Findings and Conclusions 
1. Each hypothesis produced a significant statistical difference among 
the responses of the responding groups as they perceived the role of the second-
ary school principal in professional administration and collective negotiations. 
Therefore, each hypothesis was rejected. 
2. Although there was a significant difference among the respond-
ing groups pertaining to the secondary school principal's perceived professional 
administration roles, there was a high per cent of consensus within the 
responding groups about these roles. It was also apparent that there was a 
xiii 
higher per·centof consensus wi thin the responding groups about the principal 's 
professional administration roles than there was about his negoti ation roles. 
3. There was no statistically significant difference among the respond-
ing rural and urban segments of Utah's educational ente rprise about the secondary 
sc hool principal' s profess ional administration and negotiation roles. 
4. There was a high per. cent of consensus within most groups pertain-
ing to the secondary school principal's negotiation roles. However, the con-
sensus scores and mean value responses indicated several areas of divergent 
points of v iew both within and between the responding groups. 
5. Areas of incongruity between the related principal's professional 
administration roles and his collective negotiation roles m ay be presumed to 
indicate paradox and they are reported in the conclusions beyond the statistical 
analysis. 
It may be concluded from this study that there was a high per cent of 
consensus within the responding groups about the secondary school principal's 
professional management roles and that his role in collective negotiations is 
still uncertain. The principal's professional administrative role appears sub-
ject to change and that the responding groups may have a great amount of 
influence on the direction of his future role expectations unless he himself be-
comes more active as a participant in the negotiations process. 
(152 pages) 
CHAPTER T 
NATURE AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 
The Introductioli-
This study investigated some of the dimensions and conflicts of the 
secondary school principal's professional role and his role in negotiations. 
Roles are filled by people and people act in terms of expectations arising from 
various gro,ups and in terms of committments to organizational structures. 
The school principal is a major actor in the educational arena and participates 
in many ways as a result of the expectations issued from the different segments 
of the social system in which he operates. 
Because the secondary school principal plays an important role in the 
educational enterprise , it is impor,tant to studythe emerging trends of negoti-
ations as it relates to the facets of principal-staff relationships. The princi-
pal's primary goal is to exercise professional leadership in the development 
and advancement of proposals which promote the educational growth of the child. 
Thus, the principal is concerned along with his associates in the gathering of 
data, the developing of salary schedules, the promoting of cqt"riculum projects 
and the defining of working conditions in order to enhance the child's educational 
development. 
2 
The principal's relationship to such diverse managerial situations , 
the now passe unilate ral teac her acceptance of the status 9.!!£_, salary schedules , 
curriculum projects and working conditions exemplified the need to re-e valuate 
the circumstances in which the principal participates . Teacher groups have 
decided to utilize institutionalized - dissent organizations to accomplish their 
desired ends . Thes e organizations whether designated as associations or unions 
use the process (known as professional negotiations or collective bargaining) 
to achieve their desired objectives . The rapid development of this process 
in the public sector which includes the educa tional enterprise has left many 
unanswered questions . 
Teacher-School Board agreements are now in the second or third 
generation and have been developed with little or no involvement of school 
principals. Some policy decisions have been made between teacher groups 
and Boards of Education that directly affect the operation of the school , the 
principal's role ancJ his ability to carry out his functions . Such items as 
class size , curriculum content and grievance procedures are being negoti-
ated . Thus , the principal is often affected in relationships to his staff 
and other incumbents of the educational ente rprise by decisions which are made 
without his participation. 
3 
Review of Literature 
Greenman (1939) indica ted that 111 the priva te sec tor , the foreman had 
lost some of his prestige because o f the fact that contract decisions were made 
without their representatives at the bargaining tab le . Thus , the possibility 
exists o f unions and manage ment destroying the authority of the foreman by 
processing grievances , welfare issues , job descriptions , etc. , at a highe r 
level. It is a lso postulated by some that the a forementioned condition may 
develop with the principal in hi s function as he relates to his staff, sub -
ordinates and superordinates . 
School administrators have been , in genera l , pleased with the ever 
increasing competence of the teacher . Teac hers are now bette r prepared in 
the subjects they teach and they possess improved ability in teac hing techniques 
and managerial control methods . Administrators are not so sure , however, 
about the demands teachers are making to become more invo l ved in decisions 
about school programs as well as the ir own we lfare issues . Thus , ma ny 
people are now wondering wha t the long- range effects of this new teacher 
aggress ivenes s will have upon the professiOn a nd/ or the soc iety as a whole . 
Negotiations , thus far , have brought about some perplexing problem s 
fo r the schoo l administra tor , particularly the building principal. What 
stand is the principal o f a sc hool to ta ke when teacher groups seek to negoti-
ate d i rectly with the Board of Education not only on salary and welfare matters 
but on virtually all aspects of s chool organi zation and manage ment? Does the 
principal "in action and deed" become an assistant to the superintendent? 
Does he become a representative of the teachers? Is he to become a con-
sultant to both the Board of Educa tion and the teacher groups? Will he be 
4 
in a minority group without repres entation or wlll he serve some other role 
that is not presently defined? McPeek (1967) , concluded in an Ohio study 
concerning the position of the school principal in collective negotiations that: 
(1) The Ohio Federation of Teachers endorses both teacher groups and 
principals groups , (2) The Ohio Education Association considers the princi-
pal as a teacher in some instances and as management in others , and 
(3) Principals demonstrated greater identification with superintendents 
and boards of education than they did with teacher groups . 
The aforementioned implications and especially the probl em of 
teacher groups negotiating agreements directly with Boards of Educations 
without principal involvement on e ithe r side indicates the severity 
of the present arrangements . Principals are presently charged with the 
responsibility to create and sustain a professional climate of operational 
procedures in their schools. Principals are also charged with the responsi-
bility to use the full creative capacities of all the employees under their 
jurisdiction for the attainment of educational objectives . But- - the apparent 
strained relationships , divergent views and individualistic actions seem to 
have developed incongruent situations . 
5 
GetzelsandGuba(1954) , in a model which has since been expanded 
and refined by themselves and others and discussed in detail in Getzels, 
Liphom and Campbell (1968) , stated that role conflict varies as a function of 
incompatibility of expectations for the role , This paradigmatic presentation 
illustrates that behavior is altered by the perceived expectations placed on 
the role . To the extent an individual meets the role expectations, he meets 
with approval. However , if one does not meet the perceived role expectations , 
he is subject to disapproval. 
This model assumes that observed behavior in a social sys):em 
involves both a nomothetic and a idographic dimension which can be thought 
of as being conceptually independent but which are phenomonally interactive . 
The nomothetic dimension of the model deals with institutional goals, and the 
idographic dimension describes the values held by the individual and his 
needs-disposition. Behavior , therefore , may be depicted as a function of the 
two ana lytic elements : (1) Institution , role and expectations , which collect-
ively form the nomothetic dimension of an activity and (2) individual , personality 
and needs-disposition which collectively form the idographic dimension. 
The sub-publics who have an interest in a social institution define 
the role , which constitutes the dynamic aspects of the position or the offices 
within the institution , as well as the prestige attached to them . The role, 
then , establishes the behaviorial tone for a given position i.e., the expectations 
held for an incumbent of the role . Role expectations consist of certain rights, 
obligations , and privileges which delinea te the acceptable frame of action for an 
j ncum bent filling a poSitiOn. 
6 
The idographic dim ension of group action is concer ned with the 
personality of the role of the incumbeni . Personality is , of course , imbeded 
within the larger framework of an Individua l's biological and philosophical 
dime nsions , which may be conside r ed as enlarged denominators of the original 
model. One 's personality determines his psychological needs , which interact 
to determine his needs -dispositions . These needs are the major determinates 
of the personal expectations of the incumbent of a given organizational role. 
Thus , satisfaction gained by an incumbent from his participation in 
a given role is determined by the congruence or lack of congruence between 
his values and needs and the expectations held for the role by others. The 
incumbent , consequently , will perceive a situa tion to be satisfactory or un-
satisfa ctory by the extent to which his needs-dispositions are congruent with 
the expectations for the role . Within the aforementioned theory , one can 
generalize that incongruence between role and role expectations may lead 
to administrative inefficiency , loss of productivity and, if extremely severe, 
failure by both the individual and the institution. Since teachers , superin-
tendents , school board presidents and principals, themselves , appear to 
differ in their expectations for the principal , the performance of the principal 
and the program in the school may be affected. 
Companion studies at Colorado State College by Moellenberg (196'6), 
Chappel (1966) and Herbertson (1966) were conducted to determine how school 
board members , superintendents , and teacher groups perceived teacher 
negotiations and the role to be played by the superintendent in this process . 
7 
No clear definition of the supe1·intendent's role was given. It was found , 
howe ver , that the most important fac tor in the negotiations pr ocess is the 
willingness o f administrators to work with teachers . It was concluded , that 
in the negotiations process , it is important for the s uperintende nt to work 
close ly with representatives of teachers , and it is vital for him to foster inter -
personal relationships and pee r acceptance . After studying opinions of 
teachers and adm inis trators in the negotiations process , Clark (1965) con-
clud ed that it is questionable whether the superintendent can continue to per-
form the traditiona l role of serving both the sc hool board and the classroom 
teachers in collective negotiations . 
In an attempt to define the status and position of the principal in the 
negotiation process , Epstein (1965) stated , "As principals we are very much 
a part of what goes on around the negotiating table , therefore , it is sound 
policy that we s hould be there and be heard . We have too many contributions 
to make to boards , the superintendent , the teachers , t he schools - -and too much 
is at stake to be away from the proceedings . " Epstein (1969 ) reaffi r ms this 
statement and in positive language asserts that some matters which are ad-
ministrative perogatives should not be s ubject to negotiations . 
Rhodes and Long (1967) point out that collective negotiations have 
sharpened the distinction between administrators and teachers . They say 
the principal' s role in middle management is particularly in need of close 
analysis in tjle changed environment within the public school system . Even 
8 
though Epstein , Rhodes and Long offer concrete and logical suggestions as to 
what the principal's role might be , the authors do not support their suggestions 
with research findings. 
A study of the public school principal by Garver (1967) indicated that 
the principal did not perceive collective bargaining as being especially harm-
ful nor detrimental to public education. Garver did, however , question seriously 
the impact of collective bargaining on the role of the principal. In what way this 
impact would specifically effect that role was not researched. 
In an unpublished doctoral study by Thompson (1968) , it was indicated 
that principals had considerabl!l decision-making authority in their buildings, and 
that this authority did not have to be shared on a .collegial basis with the teachers. 
Thus, the present school management model resembled a hierarchial model 
rather than a collegial one . However , the attitudes toward sharing with 
teachers the perogatives now held by princiapls is in a state of change. The 
study showed that board members are reluctant to have the principals digress 
from their unilateral decision- making position in which the superintendents 
a nd principals generally tended to agree. But--teachers were far, more 
desirous to share the perogatives of the principal. A further analysis of the 
study showed that teachers were not too interested in decisions requiring the 
exercise of judgement and discretion as they are in increasing their own 
security against what they consider capricious abuses of their conditions of 
employment i.e., to substitute for absent teachers , to be assigned arbitrarily 
to lunch hour supervision and to have inequalities in class size. 
9 
The Need for the Study 
Since the emergence of teac her strikes as a significant means for 
teachers to gain recognition and meet the ir welfare demands , the school 
principal has been faced with the dilemm a of professional negotiations. The 
advent of professional negotiations has been speculated as removing the princi-
pal from his central position of leadership in the educational enterprise. With 
profe ssional negotiations , has also come the addition of conflicting points of 
view from not only national organizations but a lso from state and local teacher 
associations. 
The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) s upports 
the position that the school superintendent should play a "dual role" in profes-
sional negotiations by serving, as a fact - finding age nt for both the teachers' 
organization and the school board. This position wa s confirmed at the 1961 
national convention and reaffi r med in 1965. Although this does not appear to be 
the role being played by the superintendent, the Association's position tends to 
be a guide for both the superintend ents and the principals or else it leads to 
conflicts in action and philosophy. 
The National School Board Association (NSBA) under the direction of 
Harold Webb at their 1964 convention, made this declaration, "We are against 
collective negotia tions and professional bargaining." The declaration affirmed 
at the 1965 convention that the policy of the NSBA fi r mly opposes legislation 
mandating mediation with teacher groups . These policies tend to establish the 
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NSBA 's position about the retention of local and state controls and a lso its 
perception on how local a nd state boards should accept and discharge their 
responsibilities. To the NSBA , part of this responsibility is constitutional 
and legislated authority and this authority may not be delegated to others. 
Thus , the principal as management should not be a representative of the 
teachers , as viewed by the NSBA. 
Epstein (1965) states that it is the policy of the National Associa-
tion of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) to support the right of teachers 
to pursue professional negotiations with their school boards and if exclusive 
recognition rights between boards of education and teachers are established, 
that boards of education should allow for minority group hearings. He also 
states that it is the policy of NASSP that it is advisable for the superintendent 
to be the chief negotiator for the board of education and that under no cir-
cumstances should the superintendent be denied active participation. However , 
he did not state or indicate a specific negotiation role for the secondary school 
principal. 
In 1967 , the Denver Classroom Teachers' Association (an affiliate of 
the Colorado Education Association and the National Education Association) com-
pleted a collective bargaining agreement with School District Number One , in 
the City and County of Denver and the State of Colorado which excludes all 
administrators (thus , principals) from their organization and established 
exclusive recognition rights for teachers . In part , the Agreement (1967, p. 
8-9) , states . . . "The board has recognized the association as the exclusive 
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representative of all members of the teachmg staff of Denver Public Schools 
except the following: speech correctionis t , supervising teachers , coordinators, 
principals , assistant principals , supervisors , directors ... " 
The NEA proposed and passed at its 1968 convention to include the 
AASA , Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASC D) , 
National Association of Elementary School Principals (NA ESP) , the NASSP 
and other groups as departments . Each department has now submitted a new 
constitution to the NEA for its approval. The NAESP became an affiliate 
organization with the NEA while the NASSP and the AASA became associate 
organizations , thus reserving a more independent position . In March of 1968 , 
NEA President, Braulio Alonso , hims elf a principal , cautioned the NASSP 
members about becoming disassociated from the teachers' organizations when 
he said "the secondary principal must understand that today's teachers and 
schools are changing anj he (the principal) must change with them . " Mr . 
Alonso contends that in every case where the principals have not supported 
teacher demands , the principals have been the losers . 
Many state legislatures have passed laws which make collective 
bargaining mandatory. Some of these laws provide for units of collective 
bargaining which may recognize the principals' group as being separate from 
teachers' groups and other laws prohibit more than one unit of bargaining. 
The concern noted is that some teacher associations or unions exclude 
administrators from their organization while other teacher organizations retain 
administrators within their group. Differences of philosophy about the 
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membership position of administra tors range from the possible concept that 
the teachers' majority rule as an exclusive bargaining unit can dominate 
administrative desires by retaining the administrator within the ranks of the 
teachers' organization to the control of the administrators by boards of edu-
cation under the concept that the administrator is a legal arm of the board of 
education. At present , school administrators are not only caught in the middle 
but they have not come to agreement on their position and as a result are being 
forced to make a decision as to their association membershlp. Some are 
electing to remain in the teacher organizations , others are forming their own 
representative groups , while others are by being non-committal electing to be 
quasi neutral. Thus , while state laws appear to provide a voice for different 
groups within the educational enterprise , the school principal is found vying 
for an opportunity to promote his own welfare issues and his reasonings on 
how schools should operate. 
The above citations indicate conflicting points of view pertaining to 
the role expectations of the secondary school principal by local , state and 
national organizations . Tills study is , therefore , needed to provide additional 
information which will help clarify the principal's role in administrative func-
tions. Of prime importance , as pointed out by G~tzelsandGuba(1954) , is the 
need of allocating and integrating roles and facilities in order to achleve the 
goals of a social system . The process of professional negotiations appears 
to possess some inherent features that tend to clarify , integrate, and allocate 
role expectations of its actors . 
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It was hoped that by the a na lysis of the perceived role of the principal 
in the various aspects as they related to negotiations that the performance of 
the secondary scbool principal would be enhanced and that those who affect his 
role expectations would be facilitated in such a way that role and role expectation 
congruency would become more synonymous . 
The Background of the Study 
The comparatively recent vigorous action taken by teacher groups to 
negotiate collectively with boards of education and to engage in sanctions and 
work stoppages has probably caused greater incongruency in the role expecta-
tions held by the reference groups for the principal. When issues in the bargain-
ing process become polarized , the school board is likely to wish the principal 
to represent their position, while the teachers expect him to side with them . 
It is inaccurate to assume that the NEA resolution on professional 
negotiations adopted by the NEA Denver convention in 1962 was the first ex-
pression by professional associations of the demand for collective rights of 
teachers. lbwever , this resolution appears to be the first official policy 
pronouncement using the term professional negotiations . In 1961 , a resolution 
was adopted on "Teacher-Board of Educa tion Relationships" and as early as the 
1960 NEA convention attempts were made to stimulate professional negotiations. 
A resolution was presented to endorse the principle of "representative negoti-
ations by teachers with their governing boards" calling for the appointment of 
mediators drawn from members of the profession. It was debated , but it failed 
to pass . 
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Glass (1967) indicated th a t m !957, the American Federation of 
Te achers (AFL-CIO) had a very negligible organization and that it could only 
afford one organizer to recruit members in the entire United States east of 
Nebraska. Today , the AFT is powerful enough to shut down many of America's 
largest school systems . The same sirong Influence and power has developed 
with state and local affiliates of the NEA in that the can now virtually close 
the schools of an entire state as occurred in Florida during the 1967-68 
school year . 
Stinnet et a l. (1966) stated that Executive Order 10988, issued in 1962, 
by the President of the United States assured the right of employee organizations 
to collective bargaining in the federal service . Subsequently, a number of 
states enacted legisla tion on a similarly comprehensive basis. These meas-
ures helped strengthen the principle that employee organizations and professional 
negotiations are not incompatible with public administration. Public employee 
organizations then increased their efforts to secure recognition and the right 
to professional negotiations . 
Teacher strikes prior to 1966 were sporadic and infrequent. During 
the 26 years from 1940 to 1966 , a total of 129 teacher work stoppages occurred, 
but oniy 35 of these work stoppages were recorded in the decade immediately 
prior to 1966. In 1966 , there was a sudden increase in teacher strikes. Thirty-
three teacher work stoppages were recorded that year and an additional 11 were 
recorded during the first three months of 1967 . This increase in strike activity 
indicates the growing tendency among teachers and their organizations to 
take direct action . It also reflects a remarkable upsurge in the vo lume of 
professional negotiation demands and confronta tions with public officials. 
In Utah , professional negotiations emerged in the spring of 1963 , 
when the governor did not recommend and the legtslature failed to provide 
a substanti al increase in money to promote education. As a result , the 
te achers ' associ ation withheld the signing of contracts until the latter part 
of August in 1963 as a protes t to the above inaction. When the governor 
refused to ca ll a special session of the legislature to raise the needed funds 
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that were requested by the Governor ' s School Study Committee in the spring of 
1964, the Utah Education Association (UEA) took further action. In May of 1964, 
the UEA 's House of Delegates asked the NEA to invoke sanctions against the State 
of Utah. It was a llowed by NEA and the teachers call ed what became known as 
a two-day professional recess . During this pr ofess ional recess , the conflict 
in Utah over the role of administrators , particularly that of the principal , in 
professional negoti ations emerged as a primary concern. Some other princi -
pals, at the request of school boards tried to conduct school without teachers; 
some other principals carried banners in support of the teachers , whi le other 
principals attempted to remain neutral. Since then , many local associations 
have pressed and received exclusive bargaining righ ts with their boards of 
education, excluded principals from membership in local associations and 
both teacher groups and school boards have ignored the principal in the 
negotiations process . Thus , in the space of six years, professiona l negotiations 
in Utah have emerged as a critica l concern to the educational system, and the 
role of the principal in this vital process 1s sllll unse ttled . 
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Statement of the Problem 
The proces s o f profess•onal negotiations between employees and 
boards of education is developing new dim ensions in solving welfare and policy 
issues. Major conflicts are caused in thi s process by fai lu re to clarify the roles 
of the negotiating partic ipants . The problem , there for e, is that the role of the 
secondary school principal is the leas t clearly defined and the related conflicts 
may affect his productive performance. 
The Purpose of the Study 
The school pr incipal is often referred to as the key person in the 
effective functionin g of the educational en terprise at the building level and 
there is some concensus among educators concer ning hi s administrative role. 
A report by Cronin (1967) from the Harvard Center for field studies indicated 
that the principal has signifi cant leadership responsibilities in: (1) personnel 
staffing and placement , (2) instruction and curriculum development, (3) pupil 
arrangement and control , and (4) publlc relations. Other leaders in the field 
of educa tion such as Jacobse n a nd Reav1s (1956) , Hansford (1961) and Miller (1967) 
have also confirmed the aforementioned roles as being of prime importance to the 
leadership position of the school principal. 
Though educational writers agree on the broad areas in which the 
principal has responsibility , there appear : to be differences pertaining to what 
is expected of him in the performance of his duties . Cheal (1958) found that the 
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expects tions for principals held by superintendents , teachers , and others with 
respect to such areas as instruction, discipline , staff personnel and public 
re lations differed considerably. In a s1milar study , Moser (1957) found that 
the superintendent wanted dynamic , forceful initiating action from the principal 
while the teachers expected him to keep things on an even keel , to cater to 
individual needs of subordinates , a nd to defend them from unfair demands from 
top management. These findings have indicated that the principal's behavior 
is viewed differently by superiors and subordinates . 
It is, therefore, the purpose of this study to investigate the extent to 
which congruent role expectations for the secondary school principal exist in his 
professional role and his role in collective negotiations as perceived by re-
presentatives of Utah's educational enterprise . 
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CHAPTER II 
METHOD OF THE STUDY 
Des ign of the Stud,>: 
The study provides data on the perceptions of 435 individuals represent-
ing five groups from Utah's educational enterpri s e (School Board Presidents , 
District Superintendents , Local Association Presidents, Secondary School 
Principals , and Secondary School Teachers) concerning the perceived role 
of the Secondary School Principal in collective negotiations as related with the 
perceived role for the principal in the administration of the secondary school. 
Specifically, the following number of persons participated from each group 
1. thirty-seven school board presidents , 2. thirty-eight district superintendants, 
3. thirty-eight local association presidents , 4 . 154 secondary school principals 
and 5. 168 secondary school teachers . 
An instrument , "The Principal's Role Expectation Scale," was developed 
which provided data about the perceived expected professional and collective 
negotiation roles of the secondary school principal. 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus was used to arrive at a Consensus 
Score (CS) and to determine the degree of consensus within each of the groups. 
A Mean Value was also computed on t he responses of the instrument as weighted 
(1) Absolutely Must Not (AMN) , (2) Preferab ly Should Not(PSN) , (3) May or 
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May Not (MMN) , (4) Prefera bly Should (PS) and (5) Absolutely Must (AM) 
and compared descriptively with Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus. 
An analysis of variance was used to test for differences among the groups . 
Where a signficant F ratio was found , using the. 05 level of significance, 
the Duncan's New Multiple Ra nge Test was also utilized. This test is 
designed to locate differences between paired groups . 
f!vpothes es and Questions to be Answered 
The process of collective negotiations between employees and school 
boards is restructuring the roles played by various reference groups in the 
educational enterprise. In negotiations , major conflicts result because of 
failure to clarify the roles of various participants. The role to be played 
by the secondary school principal , since he is particularly subject to conflicts 
in expectations among reference groups , has become difficult to define. Princi-
pals, in some instances , represent teachers' associations on negotiation teams 
and in others they represent the board of education. In other words, there 
appears to be no clear-cut expectation a mong groups on the principal's role in 
negotiations. It is possible that this obscurity is related to the fact that there is 
likewise no general agreement concerning his expected professional role. 
Therefore , this study was designed to answer the following question 
and test the nine null hypotheses which follow : 
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Question: 
Do the following nine hypotheses provide descriptive data which may 
indicate a difference in the perceived professional and negotiation role 
expectations held by the reference groups for secondary school principals? 
Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant diffe renee among the responding groups 
in the perception of the s econdary school principal's professional role as 
defined by the "Principals Role Expectation Scale " as it relate~> to instruction 
and curriculum development. 
2. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's profess ional role as 
defined by the "Principal 's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to personnel 
staffing and placement. 
3. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the s econdary school principal's professiona l role as 
defined by the••Princ ipal 's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to pupil arrange-
ment and control. 
4. There is no significant difference among the responding groups in 
the perception of the secondary school principal's professional role as defined 
by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to public relations. 
5. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional role as 
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defined by the "Principal's Role Expectations Scale" as it relates to school 
building management and finance . 
6. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to 
his participation in the negotiation process . 
7. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to the 
grievance procedure. 
8. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary principal's professional negotiation role 
as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectations Scale" as it relates to action 
taken by the principal during an impasse. 
9. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to 
membership in professional associations. 
The Sample of the Study 
There are forty school districts in the state of Utah, each governed 
by a board of education and a superintendent as chief administrator. Each 
board of education elects one member from its board to act as its president. 
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These school systems include 166 secondary schools in which 5, 410 secondary 
school teachers were employed during the 1968-69 school year. In addition, 
the pe r sonnel within each sc hool district established among its members hip 
a local educa tion association which was an affiliate of the UEA and the NEA. 
Each local education association e lec ted one membe r from its group to act 
as its pres !dent. 
A general urban-rural arrangement concept based on the geography 
and the population of the state of Utah for the forty school districts has been 
accepted. The urba n school districts were designated as those districts 
geographically loca ted along the base of t he Wasatch Mountain Range which 
was called the Wasatch Front. The des ignated urban school districts included 
the following: Davis County School Dis trict , Salt Lake City School District , 
Granite School District , Murray City School District, Alpine School District , 
Provo City School District , Jordan School District, Ogden City School District , 
and Weber County School District. The re mainder of Utah's forty public 
school districts, for the purpos e of this study , were designated as rural school 
d istricts. 
The sample of this study included all : SUBJECTS 
1. President of local School Boards of Education 40 
2. Superintendent of local School Districts 
3. Presidents of local Educa tion Associations 







A stratified sample of Secondary School Teachers from the forty 
school districts included: 
5. Secondary School Teache rs 
TOTAL SUBJECTS 
Selection of the subjects 
~ 
486 
The total population of Utah's loca l school board of education 
presidents , local education association presidents , local district school 
superintendents , and secondary school principals were used for this study. 
A modified random sample of the categories as classified (urban men, 
urban women, rural men , and rural women) was made of the secondary 
school teac hers . The total population of Utah's public secondary school 
teachers equaled 5, 410 for the 1968 - 69 school year. Included in this sample 
we re 3 , 375 secondary men teachers and 2 , 035 secondary women teachers, 
Of Utah ' s public secondary school teachers , 62.4 per cent were men and 37.6 
per cent were women. There were 3 , 834 classified as urban tmchers and 
·in this category 2 , 311 we r e s econdary men tea chers or 60.3 per cent and 
1 , 512 were secondary women teachers or 39 . 7 per· cent. From the teacher 
sample , 1 , 576 secondary teachers were classified as rural secondary teachers 
and in this category , 1, 064 were secondar y men teachers or 67. 5 per cent and 
511 were secondary women teachers or 32.5 per cent. The subjects for the 
secondary teacher sample fo r this stud:'( were then chosen by a random number 
sample technique following the percentages ca lculated for each category. The 
subjects sampled were as follows : 86 secondary urban men teachers , 56 
secondary urban women teachers , 39 secondary rural men teachers , and 
19 secondary rural women teachers. 
Instrumentation 
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"The Principal's Role Expectation Scale" (see Appendix E) required 
the respondent to focus on a single evaluative standard which might be applied 
to the principalship. The advantage is that this technique allowed for investi-
gation of consensus on a number of role segments. It contained 50 items, each 
of which described a role which the principal may or may not be expected to per-
form in the management of the school or in collective negotiations. Some items 
covered general aspects of his role; for example , "should the principal partici-
pate with other personnel in developing the philosophy of the school district?" 
Others are much more specific; for example , "should the principal select the 
teacher representative to serve on the grievance committee in his school?" 
All questions , however , dealt with various roles in which the principal may 
participate . 
Since the principal is considered a professional in the education hierarchy, 
there is an extensive body of literature describing the job of the principal and 
the relationships which should exist between him and incumbents filling other 
positions in the educational enterprise . The expectation items were selected 
after an examination of the literature on the principalship. "The Principal's 
Role Expectation Scale" was pre - tested in graduate courses and discussed in 
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doctoral seminars . It was also reviewed by professors in educational admini-
stration at Utah State University and by State Department of Public Instruction 
personnel of the State of Utah. The instrument was then administered to a 
g-roup of educators in a school district in another state . As a consequence, 
the first set of role expectation items was refined considerably. 
The instrument is patterned after the one used by Gross, Mason, and 
McEachern (1958), to determine role cong-ruency for superintendents and 
provides for a Meas ure of Ordinal Consensus by Leik (1966) , commonly used 
in sociological and psychological studies of role expectations and/ or behavior 
of incumbent positions in social systems . It is made up of a series of expecta-
tion statements on which the subjects are asked to indicate to what extent the 
principal should perform a specifi ed role identified in the item. The available 
response items in the role expectation instrument were: 
A. Absolutely Must Not - AMN (1) B. Preferi/bly Should Not - PSN (2) 
· C. May or May Not - MMN (3) D. Preferably Should - PS (4), and 
E. Absolutely Must -AM (5). 
The five expectation response categories used were weighted in the 
following order (1 , 2, 3 , 4 , 5) so that the MEAN response for each item could 
be determined for each responding group. The instrument was divided into 
two sections of randomly arranged items . The first section pertained to the 
principal's professional role and the second section pertained to his role in 
the professional negotiations. The professional role scale is sub-g-rouped into 
five areas which are: (1) Instruc tion and curriculum , (2) Personnel staffing 
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and p lacement , (3 ) Pupil arrange ment and control , (4) Public r elations , and 
(5 ) School building management and finance . The professional negotiations 
sca le was sub- grouped into four areas which ar e : (1 ) Negotiations process , 
(2) Gri evance procedure , (3) Impasse action, and (4) Membership in 
professional associ a tions . 
These sub- scales yielded mean scores for analysis of group con-
gruency in role expectations . 
Collection of Da ta 
Approval for cooperation in the study was given by the State Super-
intendent of Public Instruction, by the executive boards of the Utah Association 
of Secondar y School Principals , the Utah School Boards Association, the Utah 
Society of School Superintendents , the Utah Association of Loca l Education 
Associa tion Presidents and the Department of Administrators and Supervisors 
of the UEA. 
"The Principal' s Role Expecta tion Sca le " utili zed for the purpose of 
this study was first mailed to the tota l s a mple of 486 subjects on April 4 , 1969. 
A reminder letter was mailed to non-respondents on April 23 , 1969. "The 
Principal ' s Role Expecta tion Sca le " was aga in mailed to non-respondents on 
May 15 , 1969 . Personal telephone c alls were then made during the week of 
May 23 , 1969 , to those who had not by this da te responded to the instrument. 
During the week of June 1, 1969, personal v isits were made to some non-
respondents to collect the instrument. 
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Method of Analysis 
To test the differences proposed by each of the nine hypotheses, the 
analysis of variance technique was used and an F ratio computed with a minimum 
of . 05 level of significance. 
The analysis of variance is a technique used for testing for differences 
among two or more means. A computed ·meao was calculated for each group 
of respondents for each of the nine hypotheses,as well as for each individual 
question sub-grouped under the main hypotheses. 
When a signifiance was found among the responding groups, the Duncan's 
New Multiple Range Test was applied to each hypothesis and each question to 
determine which pair of means for the responding groups were significantly 
different. 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus was also utilized to evaluate the 
lack of dispersion or the degree of consensus made on the series of alternatives 
to the items of the instrument by the respondents within groups. 
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CHAPTER TIT 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Descriptive Data 
The subjects of this study represented five groups of educa tional partici-
pants from the state of Utah. Group one consisted of 40 local school board presi-
dents . Group two consisted of 40 district superintendents. The third group was 
made up of 40 local teacher association presidents. The fourth group consisted 
o f 166 secondary school principals . Group five was composed of 200 secondary 
school teachers representing each Utah school district on a stratified sample 
bas is . 
Subjects were chosen from a ll five of the aforementioned educational 
groups on the assumption that this study would provide a comparative view about 
the secondary school principals' professional and negoti ation roles . It was also 
assumed tha t the study may establish greater role congruency expectations for 
s econdar y school principals which may contribute to a more efficient school 
manage ment system. 
The investigator se nt "The Principal's Role Expectation Scale " to 486 
individuals throughout the state of Utah. Of that number , 443 returned the 
instrument. Eight of the returned instruments were incomplete and , therefore, 
non-usable . The return consisted of 91 per cent of the total mailing to the 
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original respondents . The number and per cent of instrument r eturns completed 
and received by each group is shown in Table 1. 
Table 1. Instrument return 
Respondent Original Total Per cent Completed Per cent 
groups number return % return % 
School Board 
Presidents 40 37 93 37 93 
District Super-
intendents 40 38 95 38 95 
Teacher Associ-
ation Presidents 40 38 95 38 95 
Secondary Principals 166 156 94 154 93 
Secondary Teachers 200 174 .§1 168 84 
TOTALS 486 443 91 435 90 
The questionnaire which was completed by the participants consisted 
of 50 role expectation items (see Appendix E) ide ntified as important in defining 
the roles the various reference groups held for the principal. 
Nine categories were sub-grouped into two major classifications which 
helped to define and analyze the principal ' s role expectation in regards to his 
professional administration and collective negotiations roles. The items were 
organized into nine major categories and randomly dispersed throughout the 
instrument. 
The data were analyzed with the a id of the computer in terms of 
differences regarding the r o le performance the respondents expected of 
secondary school princi pals and the degree of consensus about these expec-
tations within responding groups . 
Testing of the Hypotheses 
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The purpose of this study was to assess the degree of congruency among 
the responding groups and the degree of consensus within the groups about the 
secondar y school principa ls ' profess iona l and collective negotiation role 
expectations . 
An analysis of variance technique was used to test for principal role 
expecta tion differences he ld by the various reference groups . The F test was 
applied at the . 05 per cent level of significance . A computed F score be low the 
. 05 level was considered non- significant. The Duncan ' s New Multiple Range Test 
was applied when a significance was found among the responding groups to deter-
mine which pairs of means were significantly different. A test of consensus 
within groups was computed on the secondary school principals ' role expectations 
using Leik' s Measure of Ordinal Consensus . A computed consensus score above 
50 per cent was ascribed to mean consensus within a particular educational 
group. 
Hypothesis number 1 
The Principal ' s Role Expectations Rela ting to Instruction and Curriculum. 
The principal ' s role expecta tion items tha t rel a ted to instruction and curriculum 
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as measured by the Principal ' s Role Expectation Scale were significantly dif-
ferent among the responding groups . Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
This hypothesis was tested by using an analysis of variance technique. 
An F ratio of 2 . 39 was necessary for the null hypothesis to be rejected and an 
F of 14 . 93 was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore , one can assume fro m 
this study that the instruction and curriculum role expectations he ld for the 
secondary school principal as measured by "The Principal's Role Expectation 
Scale" were significantly different among the responding groups at the . 01 
level of significance . A further analysis of the items designated under 
instruction and curriculum showed that each item was also significantly 
different among the responding groups at the . 01 level of significance. 
Table 2 . Comparison of means of five educational groups on the eight items 
categori zed as instruction and curriculum development in terms 
of the expected degree of principal performance 
Sch . Bd. District Assoc. Secon. Secon. F 
ITEMS Pres . Supt. Pres . Prine . Teacher Ratio 
(7) 3.53 4.63 4 . 39 4.23 4.10 9.33** 
(26) 4 . 05 4 . 61 4 . 39 4 . 53 4.27 4.95** 
(2) 3.63 3. 53 3. 50 4 . 03 3. 88 4.66** 
(18) 3. 71 4 . 26 3 . 68 4.48 3.80 19. 64** 
(1) 3. 53 3 . 45 3. 79 4 . 07 3.67 7. 31** 
(11) 3. 74 4 . 66 4 . 03 4 . 51 3. 89 17. 26** 
(19) 3. 39 3. 82 3 . 50 4 . 16 3. 60 12. 46** 
(6) 3.63 4 . 03 3. 71 4 . 32 3 . 83 9. 60** 
**Significant a t the . 01 leve l of signifi cance . 
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The results of the Duncan' s New Multiple Range Test revealed that the 
only matched pairs where there were not significant range differences about 
the principal' s role as it related to th is hypothesis were between the following 
groups : (1) School board presidents and principals , (2) Superintendents and 
principals and (3) Association presidents and the teachers . Each of the 
remaining ten matched pairs showed a significant range difference. 
Table 3. Comparison of the means of five groups of educa tional participants 
(1. School board presidents , 2. District superintendents , 3 . Associ-
ation presidents , 4, Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under instruction and 
curriculum development using the Duncan ' s New Multiple Range Test 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32 . 29) (2 8. 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
1. 96 * 1. 56* 0. 93 1. 46 * 
2 3.53* 1.04 3 . 43* 
3 2.49* 0. 10 
4 2 . 39* 
Alpha=. 05 
*Significant r ange difference a t the . 05 level. 
Note: Least significant R ange Differences 
1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-5 3-5 4- 5 
1. 43 1. 43 1. 08 1. 06 1. 50 1. 07 1. 15 1. 16 1. 06 0.69 
The study indicates that when school board presidents and superintendents 
were matched with principals about the principal's expected role, there was no 
significant r ange difference between the groups . However , there was a significant 
r ange difference between school board presidents and superintendents about these 
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s a me role expectations . In light of this analysis, teachers and the teachers' 
a ssoci ation presidents appeared to have like expectations for principals but 
other comparisons of these groups , even when matched with the principals' 
group produced significant range differences . 
The Duncan's New Multiple R ange Test was used to analyze each of 
the eight items under instruction and curriculum. Of the 80 possible matched 
pair combinations, 37 were significantly different. The analysis of the 32 
possible groups paired with the principals produced 23 significant range differ-
ences (Table 4). Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus as computed on the 
principal's expected role for instruction and curriculum showed an average con-
sensus score for each i tern above 65. 8 per cent. The lowest of the average 
mean value responses was 3. 08 and compared with the high consensus scores 
may indicate a tendency for the groups to perceive the principal as preferably 
performing the roles as outlined by the specific role items. However, a 
close observation of the tabulated results showed a difference of consensus 
between the groups . The difference appeared to be between May or May Not 
and the Absolute Must role expectation. The areas of discernible differences 
were (1) Rural teachers who had a high degree of consensus that the principal 
preferably should not determine the extra-curricu lar activities of the students, 
and the other educational groups who perceived the principal as determining 
this facet of the school curriculum; (2) Urban school board presidents who had 
a high degree of consensus that principals preferably should not determine the 
elective courses taught in the school and the other educational groups who 
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T able 4 . Comparison between five educa tiona l groups (1. School board presi-
dents , 2 . District superintendents , 3. Association presidents, 
4 . Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary school teachers) on the 
importance of eight items under instruction and curriculum 'develop-
ment using Duncan's New Multiple R ange Test 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
7. Be involved in formu- 4- 1 o. 70 0.33 s 
la ting the philosophy 4 - 2 0. 40 0.32 s 
and objectives of the 4 - 3 o. 16 0.31 NS 
schoo 1 district . 4- 5 0. 14 0. 18 NS 
2 - 3 0.24 0.39 NS 
2 - 5 0. 54 0.33 s 
2 - 1 0.01 0.43 s 
3- 5 0. 30 0. 32 NS 
3- 1 0. 87 0.42 s 
5-1 o. 60 o. 31 s 
26. Provide appropriate 4- 1 0. 48 0.29 s 
roles for teachers to 4-2 o. 07 0.27 NS 
play in developing 4 - 3 0. 16 0. 27 NS 
policies for the 4- 5 0. 26 0. 80 s 
school. 2 - 3 o. 24 0.36 s 
2 - 5 0.33 o. 29 s 
2 - 1 0. 55 0. 39 s 
3 - 5 o. 09 0. 27 NS 
3- 1 0. 31 0.36 NS 
5 -1 0. 22 o. 27 NS 
2 . Determine the over- 4- 1 0. 15 0. 20 NS 
all organiza tional 4- 2 0.50 o. 35 s 
pattern of the school 4 - 3 0.53 o. 36 s 
(graded, multi-graded, 4 - 5 0.15 o. 20 NS 
etc.). 5 -1 0. 25 0. 31 NS 
5-2 0. 35 0. 38 s 
5- 3 0. 38 0.35 s 
1 - 2 0. 11 0. 41 NS 
1 - 3 0. 13 0.44 NS 
2 - 3 o. 03 0.41 NS 
18. Be responsible for the 4- 1 0.78 0. 32 s 
planning and develop- 4- 2 0. 22 0.29 NS 
ment of the school 4- 3 0. 80 0. 32 s 
curriculuw. . 4 - 5 0. 69 0. 19 s 
2 - 5 0. 47 0. 29 s 
2 - 1 0. 55 0.39 s 
2 - 3 0. 58 0. 40 s 
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T able 4. Continued 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
18. Continued 5-1 0. 08 0. 29 NS 
5- 3 0. 11 0. 30 NS 
1 - 3 0. 03 0. 37 NS 
1. Determine teacher- 4- 1 o. 54 0. 34 s 
pupil r a tio for each 4- 2 0. 62 0.34 s 
individual classroom. 4- 3 0. 28 o:.3o NS 
4 - 5 0. 39 0. 20 s 
3- 5 0. 12 0. 30 NS 
3- 1 0,26 0.41 NS 
3- 2 0. 34 0.42 NS 
5 - 1 0. 15 0.31 NS 
5 -2 0.22 0.32 NS 
1 - 2 o. 08 0. 39 NS 
11. Be responsible for 4 - 1 0.78 0. 33 s 
curriculum planning 4 - 2 0. 15 o. 30 NS 
and development for 4- 3 0. 48 0. 30 s 
the improvement of 4- 5 0. 72 0. 19 s 
instruction in the 2 - 3 0. 63 o. 40 s 
school. 2 - 5 o. 86 0.32 s 
2 - 1 o. 92 0.43 s 
3 - 5 0.23 0. 30 NS 
3 - 1 o. 29 0. 40 NS 
5 - 1 0. 06 o. 30 NS 
19 . Determine elective 4 - 1 38 . 23 0. 34 s 
courses tha t will be 4 - 2 37.80 0. 31 s 
taught in the school. 4- 3 38. 11 0. 33 s 
4- 5 38. 01 0. 20 s 
2 - 5 o. 21 0. 30 NS 
2-3 0. 31 0.41 NS 
2 - 1 0. 42 0. 42 NS 
5 -3 0. 10 0. 30 NS 
5- 1 0. 21 0. 32 NS 
3- 1 0. 11 0. 40 NS 
6. Determine wha t 4- 1 0. 69 0.35 s 
s tudent school extra- 4 - 2 0. 30 0.31 NS 
curricular activities 4- 3 0. 61 0. 34 s 
shou ld be conducted 4- 5 0. 49 0. 20 s 
in the school. 2 - 5 0. 19 0. 31 NS 
2 - 3 0. 32 0. 42 NS 
2 - 1 0. 3,9 0. 43 NS 
5-3 0. 12 0. 31 NS 
5 - 1 0.20 0. 33 NS 
3 - 1 0. 08 0. 40 NS 
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Table 5. Consensus scores and mean values for five groups of educational 
participants on eight selected secondary principal .professicinal 
role expectation items categori zed a s instruction and curriculum 
development 
Instruction and Curriculum Role E~ectation Items 
Respondent {7) {26) {2) {18) 
Groups c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. 
Sch. Bd. Pres. 56.8 3. 62 64 .9 4 . 16 64.9 3. 72 60.9 3.81 
Urban 50.0 3. 50 6 8.8 4.37 56 . 3 3.75 81.1 3.87 
Rura l 58. 7 3. 65 82.8 4.10 65.6 3.72 62.1 3. 93 
Dist. Supt. 81.6 4.63 80.2 4 . 60 73 . 7 3 .52 73 .7 4.26 
Urban 86.5 4 . 75 87.5 4 .75 68.8 3.12 81.3 4 . 62 
Rural 80. 0 4.60 78.4 4. 56 78 . 4 3. 63 78.8 4. 33 
Assoc. Pres. 69 .8 4 . 39 68.5 4.36 53.9 3. 50 63 . 2 3. 68 
Urban 77.8 4 . 55 83 . 4 4.66 66.6 4.33 50.0 3.88 
Rura l 67 . 3 4.34 63 . 8 4.27 53.5 3. 24 67.3 3.62 
Sec . Princp. 71.4 4. 23 77.0 4 .53 76.9 4. 02 74.4 4.88 
Urban 74 .7 4 . 14 79 . 2 4 . 58 76 . 0 3.94 73. 4 4 . 66 
Rura l 68.2 4 . 32 74.0 4.48 77 . 3 4 . 11 75. 3 4.50 
Sec. Teacher 64.3 4. 09 70.8 4 . 27 66.7 3 . 88 66.7 3.79 
Urban 64.5 4. 15 70: 0 4 .29 66.1 3. 94 68 .8 3.84 
Rural 64.0 3.96 73 . 0 4.22 68.0 3 . 72 62.0 3. 68 
Average 66.6 4 . 18 69.7 4.39 69. 5 3.85 67 .6 4.07 
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Table 5. Continued 
Instruction and Curriculum Role Ex2ectation Items 
Respondent (1) (11) (19) (6) 
Groups c.s. M,V, c.s. M,V, c.s. M,V, c.s. M,V, 
Sch . Bd. Pres. 64.9 3. 62 62 . 2 3. 83 65. 2 3. 48 59.5 3.72 
Urban 56.3 3. 62 75 . 0 3.75 64.5 2.75 50,0 3.75 
Rural 67 . 3 3. 62 36 . 5 3. 86 65.6 3.48 62 . 1 3. 72 
Dist. Supt. 72.5 3.44 82.9 4. 65 72.4 3 .81 80.5 4 . 02 
Urban 68. 8 3.12 81.3 4.62 62.5 4.00 68 . 8 3. 87 
Rural 76 . 7 3.53 83 . 2 4 . 66 75.0 3. 90 83.4 4.07 
Assoc . Pres. 65.8 3. 78 67.1 4.28 59.2 3. 63 64.5 3. 71 
Urban 72.3 4 . 23 77 .8 4.55 55 . 6 3.77 61.2 4.11 
Rura l 63.9 3. 62 65.6 3 . 86 62.1 3. 41 65.5 3. 58 
Sec . Princp. 75. 7 4 . 04 75.7 4 . 51 73 . 8 4.16 72 . 1 4.32 
Urban 74 . 0 4 . 15 75 . 0 4.49 70. 0 4 . 15 72.7 4 . 31 
Rural 77.3 3 . 98 78.6 3 . 92 78.9 4, 16 71.4 4.33 
Sec. Teacher 66.9 3. 62 63.7 3. 89 64.6 3.60 66.0 3.83 
Urban 68.2 3.66 64.4 3. 88 67.8 3. 62 64.0 3.85 
Rural 64.0 3. 68 62.0 3.92 65.0 3. 54 72.0 2.88 
Average 70. 4 3.80 65.8 4.18 67.5 3 . 80 68 .5 3.08 
C. S, = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M, V. =Mean values as weighted for the response to the particular time. 
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perceived the principal as determining this facet of curriculum (Table 5). 
Although a descriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 1 may indicate 
tha t there was a significant difference among the responding !{roups pertaining 
to the perceived role expectations of the secondary school principal as they 
related to instruction and curriculum, this difference varied in degree and the 
tendency of the groups appeared to expect the principal to perform the rela ted 
role items . 
Hypothesis number 2 
The Principal's Role Expectations Rela ting to Personnel Staffing and 
Placement. The principal's role expectation items that related to personnel 
staffing and placement as measured by the Principal's Role Expectation Scale 
were significantly different among the responding groups. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
An F ratio of 2 . 39 was necessary for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 20. 38was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore, one can assume 
from this study that the personnel staffing and placement role expectations held 
for secondary school principals, as measured by the Principal's Role Expec-
tation Scale, were significantly different among the responding groups at the 
. 01 level of significance. A further analysis of the individual items designated 
under personnel staffing and placement showed that six of the seven items were 
significant at the . 01 leve l of significance and one item was significant at. 05 
level of si gnificance . 
Table 6. Comparison of means of five educational groups on the seven items 
ca tegorized as personnel staffing and placement in terms of the 
expected degree of principal performance 
Sch. Bd. District Assoc. Secon. Secon. F 
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ITEMS Pres. Supt. Pres. Princp. Teacher Ratio 
(23) 4.00 4 . 39 4 . 18 4. 59 4.48 6 . 97** 
(20) 4 . 13 4 . 63 4. 16 4.68 4 . 33 7. 89** 
(15) 4. 34 4 . 71 4 . 11 4 . 54 3. 88 14.32** 
(4) 4 . 58 4. 84 3 . 89 4 . 56 4. 14 13.77** 
(12) 4.42 4. 79 4. 16 4 . 66 4.17 13. 16** 
(14) 3. 68 4.18 4.24 3.92 3. 74 3. 06* 
(9) 4.37 4 . 74 4 . 03 4.31 4.13 4 . 99** 
*Significant at the . 05 level of significance . 
**Significant at the . 01 level of significance . 
The Duncan's New Multiple Range Test showed that seven of the ten 
possible matched pairs had significant range differences at the . 05 level of 
significance . The three matched pairs that did not have significant r ange dif-
ferences about the principal's personnel staffing and placement roles were: 
(1) School board presidents and association presidents, (2) School board presi -
dents and secondary teachers , and (3) Associa tion presidents and secondary 
teachers (Table 7). 
Of the 70 possible matched pair combinations for each of the seven 
items , 33 combina tions of m atched pairs were significantly different. There 
were 28 possible pa irings with the secondary principals' group and 12 of these 
pairings had computed scores showing a significant r ange difference . Nine of 
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T able 7. Comparison of the means of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents, 2. District superintendents , 3. Associ-
ation presidents , 4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under personnel 
staffing and placement using the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32. 29) (28. 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
2.97* 0. 97 4 . 35* 1. 05 
2 2. 00* 1. 39* 1. 92* 
3 3.37* 0.07 
4 3.30* 
Alpha= . 05 
*Significant range difference at the . 05 level. 
Note: Least Significant Range Differences 
1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
1. '78 1. 65 1.46 1. 36 1. 73 1. 29 1. 28 1. 41 1. 28 0. 84 
the 12 significant r ange differences were between the secondary principals' group 
and the secondary teachers or the local association presidents (Table 8). 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed tha t the average per cent 
of consensus on the seven selected items was not above 72. 8 per cent and not 
below 60.9 per cent. This high degree of consensus was also correlated with 
the mean value responses which approached 5. 00 or the absolutely must per-
formance on "The Principal's Role Expectation Scale . " The degree of significant 
difference among the responding groups appeared to be between the preferably 
should r esponse expectation and the absolutely must response expectation. No 
consensus score for any group w~ below 54.6 per cent and no average mean 
value response was be low 3. 12 . Two items receivad 100 per cent consensus from 
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Table 8. Comparison between five educational groups (1. School board presi-
dents , 2. District superintendents, 3 . Associa tion presidents, 
4. Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of seven items under personnel staffing and place- · 
ment using Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
23. Be involved with the 4 - 1 0. 58 0. 28 s 
district staff in the 4 - 2 0. 19 0. 26 NS 
selection of teachers 4- 3 0.40 0.27 s 
to be employed in 4- 5 0.10 0.15 NS 
his building. 5- 2 0.08 0.24 NS 
5-3 0. 29 0. 26 s 
5-1 0.48 0.27 s 
2- 3 0.21 0. 31 NS 
2 - 1 0.39 0. 33 s 
3- 1 0. 18 0.31 NS 
20. Assign teachers in 4 - 1 0. 54 0.30 s 
his building to their 4 - 2 o. 04 0. 27 NS 
specific teaching 4- 3 0.51 0.29 s 
duties . 4- 5 0.34 0.17 s 
2 - 5 0.30 0.27 s 
2 - 3 0.47 0. 36 s 
2 - 1 0. 50 0.38 s 
5 -3 0.17 0. 27 NS 
5-1 0. 19 0. 29 NS 
3- 1 0. 03 0. 35 NS 
15. Assign teachers in 4- 1 0.18 0. 31 NS 
his building to specia l 4 - 2 0. 18 0. 31 NS 
non-teaching assign- 4 - 3 0.42 0.33 s 
menta as club 4- 5 0. 64 0. 21 s 
sponsorship and 2 - 1 0. 36 0.42 NS 
lunchroom super- 2 - 3 0. 60 0.43 s 
vision. 2 - 5 0. 82 0.34 s 
1 - 3 0. 23 0. 40 NS 
1 - 5 0.46 0.33 s 
3 - 5 0.22 0.31 NS . 
4 . Eva luate the teaching 4- 1 0.03 o. 28 NS 
proficiency of e ach 4- 2 0. 27 0.29 NS 
teacher under his 4- 3 0. 67 0.29 s 
supervision. 4 - 5 0.42 0.17 s 
2- 1 0.26 0.35 NS 
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T able 8. Continued 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference l.SR Value Significance 
4 . Continued 2 - 5 0.70 0. 30 s 
2 - 3 0.94 0.39 s 
1 - 5 0.44 0.29 s 
1 - 3 o. 68 0. 38 s 
5-3 0.24 0.27 NS 
12. Recommend teachers 4- 1 0.24 o. 26 NS 
(under his super- 4 - 2 0.12 o. 25 NS 
vision) for tenure or 4- 3 0. 50 o. 28 s 
dismissal. 4- 5 0.49 0.16 s 
2 - 1 0.36 0.34 s 
2 - 5 0.62 0.27 s 
2 - 3 o. 63 0.36 s 
5-1 0. 25 0. 25 NS 
3- 1 o. 26 0.34 NS 
5-3 0.08 0. 25 NS 
14 . Recruit and assign 4- 1 o. 26 0.39 NS 
substitute teachers 4 - 2 0.28 0.36 NS 
in his school. 4- 3 0.29 0. 38 NS 
4- 5 0. 20 0.22 NS 
3- 2 0.05 0.46 NS 
3 - 5 0. 49 0.39 s 
3- 1 0.55 0.52 s 
2 - 5 0.43 0.38 s 
2 - 1 0.50 0.51 NS 
5- 1 o. 06 0.37 NS 
9 . Interpret the feelings 4- 1 o. 06 0.31 NS 
and needs of all 4- 2 0. 43 0.32 s 
employees under his 4- 3 0.27 0.32 NS 
direction to the 4 - 5 0.17 0.18 NS 
superintendent and 2 - 1 0.36 0.39 NS 
the board of edu- 2 - 5 0. 61 0.33 s 
cation. 2 - 3 o. 71 0.43 s 
1 - 5 0.24 0.32 NS 
1 - 3 0.34 0.42 NS 
5-3 0.99 0. 30 NS 
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urban school board presidents and urban superintendents with a mean value of 
5. 00 (absolutely must). These items indicated that the role of the principal 
must include the evaluation of teachers and the reporting of staff feelings to 
the board of education. However, urban association presidents and urban 
secondary school teachers indicated a more neutral position in these categories 
with mean value scores of 3. 88 and 3. 28, respectively. The response for 
these groups was nearer to the may or may not role expectation than the other 
responding groups (Table 9) . 
A descriptive analysis of hypothesis number 2 may indicate that a lthough 
there was a significant difference among the responding groups, the mean value 
response placed the principal's expected role in personnel staffing and placement 
between the preferably should and the absolutely must. There was also a high 
degree of consensus by all groups which appeared to favor the principal's involve-
ment with the district staff in the selection of teachers to be employed in his 
building. 
However, one could assume from this study that there is more incon-
gruity between principals and teacher groups about the principal's personnel 
staffing placement role expectations than between the principal and other 
responding educational groups. 
Hypothesis number 3 
The Principal's Role Expectations Relating to Pupil Arrangement and 
Control. The principal's role expectation items that related to pupil arrange-
ment and control as measured by the "Pr incipal's Role Expectation Scale" were 
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T a ble 9. Consensus scores and mean values for five groups of educational 
participants on seven selected secondary principal professional 
role expectation items categorized as personnel staffing and 
placement 
Personnel Staffing and Placement Role Ex2ectation Items 
Respondent (23} (20} (1 5} (4} 
Groups c.s. M,V, c.s. M , V, c.s. M,V, c.s. M.V. 
Sch. Bd. Pres. 70. 3 4.00 62 . 2 4. 24 73.0 4.45 70.3 4. 70 
Urban 75. 0 42.5 64 . 5 4.25 75.0 4 . 25 81.3 4 . 62 
Rural 69 . 0 4. 06 62.0 4.24 75. 9 4.51 86.3 4 . 72 
Dist. Supt. 72.4 4. 39 81.6 4.63 85.5 4. 71 92.1 4 . 84 
Urban 75.0 4 . 50 100. 0 5. 00 87 . 5 4 . 75 100.0 5. 00 
Rural 75. 0 4 . 36 76.7 4.53 85.0 4.70 90.0 4 . 70 
Assoc. Pres. 72.4 4.18 63 . 2 4 . 15 73.7 4.10 65.9 3. 89 
Urban 83.4 4.66 83.4 4 . 66 89, 0 4.22 55 . 6 4.22 
Rural 74 . 2 4 . 03 62 . 1 4.00 69.0 4. 06 69.0 3.79 
Sec. Princp. 79.6 4, 59 83.8 4.67 77.0 4.53 78.3 4. 56 
Urban 77.9 4.55 83 . 3 4.76 79.6 4. 76 78 . 0 3. 97 
Rural 81. 2 4 . 62 79 . 2 4.58 75 .3 4.50 78 . 6 il.57 
Sec. Teacher 74.1 4.48 66 .4 4 .32 60.7 3.88 64.6 4.13 
Urban 76 . 4 4 . 52 65. 7 4 . 29 59.8 3 . 73 65 . 3 4. 16 
Rural 69.0 4.38 70.0 4.40 63 . 0 4.22 67.0 3. 18 
Average 72 . 8 4 . 45 72 . 8 4.45 62.9 4 . 25 68 . 9 3. 85 
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Table 9. Continued 
Personnel Staffing and Placement Role E~ectation Items 
Respondent (12) (14) (9) 
Groups c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c. s. M.V. 
Sch. Bd. Pres. 77.1 4 . 54 64.9 3.78 74.4 4.48 
Urban 100.0 5.00 68.8 3. 12 81. 3 4.62 
Rural 70.8 4 . 41 67 . 3 3.96 72 . 4 4 . 44 
Dist . Supt. 89.5 4.78 72.4 4.18 86.9 4.73 
Urban 93.8 4 . 87 62 . 5 4 . 75 100, 0 5.00 
Rura l 88 . 4 4 . 76 75. 0 4.30 83.4 4.66 
Assoc. Pres. 68.4 4 . 15 61.9 4.23 67. 1 4. 02 
Urban 72.3 4.44 55.5 3.55 72 . 3 3.88 
Rural 69. 0 4 . 06 72.5 4 . 44 65 . 6 4 . 06 
Se c. Princp. 83.2 4 . 66 62.7 3.91 67.9 4 . 30 
Urban 84 . 4 4.68 51.0 3 . 49 70. 0 4. 22 
Rura l 81. 8 4.63 66 . 9 4 . 33 69.5 4 . 38 
Sec. Teacher 69.6 4. 16 57.7 3.74 62.7 4.12 
Urban 66 . 6 4 . 09 54.6 3 . 60 62.3 4.17 
Rura l 77.0 4.34 80. 0 4 . 08 64.0 4.00 
Average 71.4 4.42 60.9 3. 38 65.5 4. 26 
c. S. = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M. V. = Mean values as weighted for the response to the particular item. 
significantly different among the responding groups . Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected . 
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An F ratio of 2. 39 was necessar y for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F ratio of 6. 84 was obtained (see Appendix A). Therefore, one can 
assume from this study that the pupil arrangement and control role expectations 
held for the secondary school principal as defined by the "Principal's Role 
Expectation Scale" were significantly different among the responding groups at 
the . 05 level of significance . 
An examination of the four items designated under pupil arrangement 
a nd control revealed that three items were significant at the . 01 level of 
significance and that there was no significant difference among the responding 
groups for item number 16 . Item number 16 was related to the principal's role 
in determining student grooming and dress standards. Because there was no 
significant difference among the responding groups on item number 16, the Duncan's 
New Multiple Range Test was not applied (Table 10). 
The application of the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test to items 
number 10, 13, and 22 showed a significant r ange difference between the follow-
ing groups: (1) School board presidents and principals, (2) Superintendents and 
a ssoci a tion presidents , (3) Superintendents and teachers, (4) Association 
presidents and principals and (5) Principals and teachers (Table 11). 
It may be assumed from this study tha t the principal's role preferably 
should include the determining of student grooming and dress standards . The 
average consensus score for this item was 65. 6 per cent and the average mean 
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Table 10. Comparison of means of five educational groups on the four items 
categorized as pupil arrangement and control in terms of the 
expected degree of principal performance 
Sch . Bd. District Assoc . Secon. Secon. F 
ITE MS Pres. Supt. Pres. Princp. Teacher Ratio 
(16) 3. 71 4 . 09 3 . 68 4 . 03 3. 89 2. 07 
(22) 4 . 68 4 . 89 4 . 32 4 . 65 4 . 45 5. 08** 
(13) 4 . 37 4 . 74 4.55 4 . 73 4 . 39 5.00** 
(10) 3.53 4.00 3.68 4.10 3. 70 5.26** 
**Significant at the . 01 level of significance. 
Table 11. Comparison of the means of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents, 2. District superintendents, 3. Associ-
ation presidents, 4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under pupil arrange-
ment and control using the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32. 29) (28. 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
o. 98 0.49 0. 78* 0.33 
2 1. 47* 0. 19 1. 31* 
3 1. 27* 0.15 
4 1. 11* 
Alpha=. 05 
*Significant r ange difference a t the . 05 level. 
Note: Least Significant Range Differences. 
1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
1. 03 1. 03 0.77 0. 77 1. 08 0.76 0. 82 0.83 0.76 0.49 
value response was 3. 91 or a response that approached preferab ly should 
(Tab le 13). 
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The 16 possible matched pairs with secondary school principals 
revealed five significant range differences . Three of the range differences 
were between teachers and principals. One range difference was between 
association presidents and principals and the other range difference was 
between principals and school board presidents. One could assume for this 
hypothe sis that there was a high degree of congruency among the groups per-
ta ining to the principal's role expectations on pupil a rrangement and control 
(Table 12). 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed that the average consensus 
scores were not above 78. 1 per cent and not below 64. 7 per cent. The average 
mean value responses for the s ame items were between 3. 86 and 4. 57. One may 
as sume that the responding groups favored the principal's role as one tha t 
preferably should determine the i terns listed under pupil arrangement and con-
trol. It was revealed by some of the responding educational groups that it was 
the role of the principal to be responsible for the general conduct and discipline 
of the students in his building. Urban school superintendents, for example, 
responded with 100 per cent consensus tha t principals must be responsible for 
the genera l conduct and discipline of students in the ir buildings, item number 
32. Urban school board presidents gave item number 10 dea ling with student 
grading, the lowest mean value response of any group. It was 3 . 50 with a con-
sensus score of 68.8 per cent. Although the response may be assumed to indicate 
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Table 12. Comparison between five educational groups (1. School board presi-
dents, 2. District superintendents, 3. Association· presidents, 
4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of four items under pupil arrangement a nd control · 
using Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Group 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value 
(. 05) 
Significance 
16 . Determine the groom-
ing and dress stand-
ards of students 
attending his school. 
22. Be responsible for 
general conduct and 
discipline of students 
in his school. 
13 . Be responsible for 
temporary suspension 
of students from hi'S 
school. 
10. Establish the school's 
philosophy on student 
grading and reporting 
to parents. 
No significant difference among the responding 
groups. Thus, the Duncan's Multiple Range Test 
was not performed. 
4- 1 0. 04 0. 25 NS 
4- 2 0. 24 0.27 NS 
4- 3 0.33 0.27 s 
4 - 5 o. 20 0.15 s 
2 - 1 0.21 0.32 NS 
2 - 5 0.44 0.27 s 
2 - 3 0.57 0.36 s 
1 - 5 0. 23 0.27 NS 
1 - 3 0. 36 0.35 s 
5-3 0.13 0.25 NS 
4 - 1 o. 36 0.30 NS 
4 - 2 0.03 0. 27 NS 
4- 3 0.18 0. 27 NS 
4- 5 0. 34 0.18 s 
2 - 3 0.18 0.37 NS 
2 - 5 0. 34 0.30 s 
2 - 1 0. 36 0.39 NS 
3- 5 0. 16 0.27 NS 
3- 1 0.18 0. 37 NS 
5 - 1 0.02 0. 28 NS 
4- 1 0.57 0.38 s 
4- 2 0. 09 0.33 NS 
4 - 3 0.41 0.36 s 
4 - 5 0. 39 0.21 s 
2 - 5 0. 29 0.33 NS 
2 - 3 0. 31 0.45 NS 
2 - 1 0. 48 0. 47 s 
5 - 3 0. 02 0.33 NS 
5- 1 0.17 0.35 NS 
3 - 1 o. 15 0.43 NS 
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Table 13. Consensus scores a nd mean values for five groups of educatfonal 
participants on four selected secondary principal professional 
role expecta tion items c a tegori zed as pupil a rrangement and 
control 
PuJ2il ArraJ!gement and Control Role Ex12ectation Items 
Respondent {16) {22) {13) (10) 
Groups c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M. V. c.s. M.V. 
Sch . Bd. Pres . 55.5 3.81 91. 0 4.81 74.4 4 . 48 56 . 8 3. 62 
Urban 68.8 3.87 75 . 0 4 .50 81. 3 4.37 68.8 3.50 
Rural 51. 8 3. 79 94 . 7 4.89 76. 0 4.51 55 . 2 3. 65 
Dist. Supt. 69.8 4.07 94 . 8 4. 89 86.8 4.73 63 . 2 4.00 
Urban 62.5 3.87 100. 0 5 . 00 87.8 4 . 75 62.5 4 . 00 
Rural 72.6 4 . 10 93.5 4 . 86 87.7 4 . 73 63.4 4.00 
Assoc. Pres . 61. 0 3. 68 68.4 4.31 77.6 4 . 55 65 . 8 3. 68 
Urban 66 . 7 3.55 72.3 4 . ll 72.3 4.44 72.3 3.88 
Rural 58.6 3.72 72.5 3. 89 79. 5 4.58 63.8 3.62 
Sec. Princp. 71. 8 4.03 82.5 4 . 64 86. 7 4.73 71. 1 3.70 
Urban 70.8 4.03 83 . 1 4.66 81. 8 4 . 63 72.0 4 . 03 
Rural 72. 7 4.02 81. 8 4 . 63 91.6 4.83 70. 1 4.15 
Sec . Teacher 65 . 6 3. 91 72 .3 4 . 44 58.6 4.38 60. 7 3.70 
Urban 61.9 3 . 91 71. 2 4.42 64.0 4.2 8 61.9 3. 71 
Rural 60.0 3. 72 75 . 0 4 . 50 81. 0 4.62 58 . 0 3. 68 
Average 65 .6 3. 91 78.9 4 . 57 78.1 4. 56 64.7 3. 86 
C. s. = Consensus s cores in per cent. 
M. V. =Mean values as weighted for the response to the particular item. 
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tha t the principal's role prefe r ably should be one which established a school 
philosophy and grading sys te m , urban school board presidents appeared to 
indicate tha t someone other than the principal may be responsible for deter-
mining the school ' s philosophy on grading . 
A descriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 3 gives no indication that 
the principal should not be involved in pupil arrangement and control. It also 
appe ared that for the items of this hypothesis where there were significant 
di fferences a mong the responding groups, the differences were in terms of the 
degr ee of principal involvement r a ther than no involvement. 
Hypothesis number 4 
The Principal's Role Expecta tions Rela ting to Public Relations . The 
principal's role expectation items tha t rela ted to public relations as measured 
by the "Principa l ' s Role Expectation Sca le " wer e significantly different among 
the r es pond ing groups . Therefor e, the null hypo thesis was rejected. 
An F r atio of 2. 39 was necessar y for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 5 . 15 was computed (see Appendix A). Therefore, one can assume 
from this study tha t the public rela tions role expectations held for the secondary 
school principal as measured by the " Principa l's Ro le Expectation Scale " were 
significantly different among the responding g roups a t the . 05 leve l of significance. 
An item analysis provided sta tistics which indicated tha t there was no 
signi ficant di fference among the responding groups for item number 24 . It indi-
ca ted tha t the role of the principa l should include the r esponsibility of explain-
ing the philosophy of the school district to the faculty and patrons of his school. 
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The consensus scores were between 72 . 5 and 100 per cent with an average 
of 77 . 1 per cent. The mean value responses were between 4 . 34 and 5. 00 with 
an average of 4 . 54. Item number 3 was significant at the . 05 level of significance 
and item number 5 was significant a t the . 01 level of significance . 
T able 14. Comparison of means of five educa tional groups on the three items 
categorized as pub!Lc relations in terms of expected degree of 
principa l performance 
Sch . Bd. District · Assoc . 
ITEMS Pres . Supt. Pres . 
(24) 4 . 42 4 . 63 4 . 39 
(5) 3. 05 4.00 3. 55 
(3) 3. 84 4 . 10 4 . 05 
*Significant a t the . 05 level of significance . 
**Significant a t the . 01 level of significance . 
Secon. Sec on. F 
Princp. Teacher Ratio 
4 . 51 4.58 1. 04 
4 . 03 3 .86 9 . 24** 
4 . 22 4 . 33 2.94* 
The application of the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test showed that 
the significant range differences were between the fo llowing responding groups: 
(1) School board presidents and superintendents , (2) School board presidents 
a nd principals , (3) School board presidents and teachers , (4) Association 
presidents and principals , (5) Association presidents and teachers . School 
board presidents produced significant range difference s for i terns number 3 
and 5 as they related the expected public relation roles for the secondary 
principal with each responding group except the local teachers ' association 
presidents . The association presidents , however , showed a significant range 
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difference between tbemselves and the responding principals ' and the teachers' 
groups . 
T able 15. Comparison of the means of five groups of educational participants 
{1. School board presidents , 2. District superintendents , 3. Associ-
ation presidents , 4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary 
school teachers ) on the importance of the items under public relations 
using the Duncan ' s New Multiple Range Test 
Educa tional 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32 . 29) (28. 76) (31. 25) (28 . 86) 
1 1. 66" 0. 82 1. 92* 1. 60* 
2 0.84 0. 26 o. 06 
3 1. 10* 0. 78* 
4 0. 31 
Alpha = . 05 
*Significant range difference at the . 05 level. 
Note: Least Significant Range Differences 
1-2 1- 3 1-4 1-5 2- 3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
0. 97 0. 89 0. 78 0. 73 0. 93 0. 70 0. 69 0.76 0. 69 0.45 
There were eight possible m a tched pairs that directly involved the 
principal. Three of the pairings produced significant r ange differences. Two 
of tbe range differences were between the principals and the school board 
presidents and one was between the principals and the loca l association presi-
dent (Table 16 ). 
Leik' s Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed tha t the average per cent 
of consensus of the three selected items was not below 66 . 2 per cent and not 
above 77 . 1 per cent. The average mean val'ie response for each item was cal-
culated between 3 . 85 and 4 . 54 (Tab le 17 ). 
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Table 16 . Comparison between fi ve educa tiona l groups (1. School board presi-
de nts , 2. District superintendents , 3. Association presidents , 
4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of 3 items under public r e la tions using Duncan ' s 
New Multiple R ange Tes t 
Gr oup (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
24 . Explain school dis - No significant difference among the responding 
trict' s phi losophy groups , thus , the Duncan ' s Multiple R ange Test 
to the facu I ty and was not performed . 
to the patrons of 
his school. 
5. Involve the com- 4 - 1 o. 98 0. 38 s 
munity in deter - 4 - 2 0. 03 0. 33 NS 
mining school 4 - 3 0. 48 0. 36 s 
policies , planning 4 - 5 0. 16 0. 22 NS 
programs and 2 - 5 0. 13 0. 33 NS 
evalua ting achieve- 2 - 3 0. 44 0. 45 NS 
ment of the school. 2 - 1 0. 94 0. 47 s 
5- 3 o. 31 0. 33 NS 
5- 1 0. 81 0. 35 s 
3 - 1 0.50 0. 43 s 
3. Make written and 4 - 1 0. 37 0. 34 s 
ora l reports to the 4 - 2 0. 11 o. 31 NS 
board of education 4 - 3 0. 16 0. 33 NS 
and the public 4 - 5 0. 11 0. 10 NS 
a bout school on 5-2 0. 22 0. 32 NS 
purposes , programs 5-3 0. 28 0. 33 NS 
and achievements of 5-1 0. 49 0. 35 s 
the school . 2 - 3 o. 05 0. 39 NS 
2 - 1 0. 26 0. 42 NS 
3 - 1 0. 21 0. 40 NS 
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T a ble 17 . Consensus scores and mea n values for five groups of educational 
participants on three selected secondary principal professional 
role expectation items categori zed as public relations 
Public Relations Role E~ectatlon Items 
Respondent {24) {5) {3) 
Groups c. s. M.V. c. s. M.V. c. s. M. v. 
Sch. Bd . Pres . 77 . 1 4 . 54 44 . 7 3. 13 64 . 9 3.94 
Urban 86 . 5 4 . 75 56.3 3. 37 68.8 3. 62 
Rural 74.2 4 . 48 41.4 3 . 06 63.9 4. 03 
Dist. Supt . 81.6 4 .39 71. 1 4 . 00 63. 2 4 . 10 
Urban 100. 0 5 . 00 75. 0 4 . 50 75.0 4.50 
Rural 76 . 7 4 . 53 70. 0 3. 86 60. 0 4 . 00 
Assoc . Pres . 73 . 4 4 . 39 61. 7 3 . 55 57 . 9 4. 05 
Urban 77. 8 4 . 66 61.2 4 . 11 72.3 4.33 
Rura l 72 . 5 4 . 34 63 .9 3. 37 53 . 5 3.96 
Sec. Princp. 76 . 0 4 . 57 75. 0 4 . 03 69 . 8 4.22 
Urban 83 . 1 4 , 66 78. 6 4 . 09 67. 5 4.20 
Rural 69 . 5 4 . 37 71.4 3. 97 71.4 4.23 
Sec. Teacher 78. 9 4 .57 64 . 3 3. 86 67.2 4.33 
Urban 77.6 4 . 55 68. 7 3 .98 66. 0 4.32 
Rural 82 . 0 4 . 64 53. 0 3 . 58 70. 0 4 . 36 
Average 77. 1 4 . 54 66 . 2 3. 85 66.7 3.85 
C. S, = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M. V. = Mean va lues as weighted for the response to the particular time. 
A descriptive evaluati on of hypothe s is number 4 may indicate that 
a lthough there was a significant difference among the responding groups to 
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the perceived role expecta tions of the secondar y school principal as it related 
to public rela tions , one could assume from this study that the principal 
preferably should perform these roles . There was no indication that the 
principal should not be involved in public relations or that it was not his 
responsibility . 
Hypothesis number 5 
The Principal ' s Role Expectations Relating to School Building Manage-
ment and Finance. The principal ' s role expectation items that related to school 
building management and finance as measured by the " Principal 's Role Expec-
tation Scale" were significantly different among the responding groups . There-
fore , the null hypothesis was rejected . 
An F ratio of 2 . 39 was ne cessary for the nu ll hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 5. 59 was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore , one can assume 
from this study that the school building management and finance role expec-
tations held for the secondary school principal as measured by the "Principal ' s 
Role Expectation Scale " were significantly different among the responding 
groups a t the . 05 level of significance . 
An analysis of the F ratios for each item revealed that three of the 
four i terns were significant at the . 01 level of significance and one item was 
significant a t the . 05 level of significance (Table 18). 
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Five of the matched pairs produced a significant range difference as 
a result of the application of the Duncan' s New Multiple Range Tesi. They 
were : (l) Superintendents and school bo ard presidents , 2 Superintendents 
and association presidents , 3) Superintendents and teachers , (4 ) Association 
presidents and principals and 5) Principals and teachers (Table 19) . 
The item analysis of the four i tems in this category showed that item 21 
was not significantly different among the responding groups as the groups were 
compared with the principals . This item pertained to the principal ' s expected 
role performance of recommending the budget for his school. All responding 
groups perceived this role as one of the principal's responsibi Ji ties . The average 
consensus score was 79 . 8 per cent and the mean value response was 4 . 45. The 
urban school superintendents had the lowest consensus score on this item. It 
was 62. 5 per cent and they also produced the lowest mean value response. It 
was 4 . 25. Only two of the matched pairs, from the total of 12 which directly 
compared the secondary school pr incipa ls With the other groups , showed 
significant range d ifferences and both significant range differences were for 
item 8. These differences were between the principals and the teachers and 
between the principals and the association presidents . Item number 8 related 
the principal's responsibility for the expenditure of funds allocated to his 
building. The tendency of the mean value responses from each of the respond-
ing groups was toward the absolute ly must performance role expectation for 
the secondary school principaL 
The significant range difference fo r these items appeared to be between 
the rural and urban segments of th e r espondmg groups . The urban associa tion 
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Table 18 . Comparison of means of five educational groups on the four i terns 
categorized as school building management and finance in terms 
of the expected degree of principal performance 
Sch . Bd. District Assoc . Secon. Secon. F 
ITEM Pres . Supt. Pres . Princp . Teacher Ratio 
(21) 4 . 32 4 . 45 4 . 50 4 . 50 4 . 52 6.85** 
(8) 4 . 50 4 . 84 4 . 34 4 . 73 4 . 47 5.05** 
(25) 4 . 55 4 . 97 4 . 47 4. 79 4.29 12.85** 
(17) 4 . 08 4 . 68 4 . 37 4 . 40 4 .23 2. 71 * 
*Significant a t the . 01 level of significance . 
**Significant at the . 05 level of significance . 
Ta ble 19 . Comparison of the mea ns of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents , 2 . District superintendents , 3. Associ-
ation presidents , 4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under school building 
management and finance 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32 . 29) (28 . 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
1 1. 02 * 0. 23 0. 51 0.41 
2 1. 26* 0. 52 1.44* 
3 0. 74* 0.17 
4 0. 92* 
Alpha =. 05 
*Significant r ange differences at the . 05 level. 
Note: Least Significant Range Differences 
1- 2 1- 3 1-4 1- 5 2- 3 2- 4 2-5 3- 4 3-5 4-5 
0. 94 0. 89 0. 70 0. 74 0. 96 0. 70 0. 77 0. 73 0. 69 0. 46 
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presidents and the rural school principals registered high consensus scores , 
88. 9 and 90. 3 per cent , respective ly . These consensus scores were higher 
th an the segments of principals , teachers , and a ssociation presidents (Table 20). 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed that the aver age per cent 
of consensus for the four selected items was not below 66 . 8 per cent and not 
above 79 . 9 per cent. The ave r ages of the mean value responses ranged between 
4 . 33 and 4 . 60 (Table 21). 
A de scriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 5 may indicate that although 
there wer e significant differences among the responding groups to the perceived 
role expectations held for the secondar y school principal as they rela ted to school 
building management and finance , one may assume from this study that the 
secondary principal preferably should perform these functions . 
Hypothesis number 6 
The Principal ' s Role Expectations Rela ting to the Negotiations Process. 
The principa l' s role expecta tion items that related to the negotiations process 
as measured by the "Principal 's Role Expectation Scale" were significantly 
different among the responding groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
An F ratio of 2 . 39 was necessary for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 6 . 95 was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore , one can assume 
from this study tha t the negotiation ro le expectations held for the secondary 
school principal as measured by the "Principal' s Role Expectation Scale" were 
significantly different among the responding groups a t the . 01 leve l of 
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T able 20. Comparison between five educational groups (1. School board presi-
dents , 2. District superintendents , 3. Association presidents , 
4 . Secondar y school pr incipals , 5 . Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of four items under school building management and 
finance using Duncan' s New Multiple Range Test 
Educational Role Items Com~ft>nlbn Difference LSR Value 
(. 05) 
Significance 
21. Recommend the budget No significant difference among the responding 
for his school. groups , thus , the Duncan ' s Multiple Range Test 
was not performed. 
8. Be responsible for 
the expenditure of 
funds allocated to 
his school. 
25. Account for student-
body fees and other 
school funds. 
4 - 1 
4 - 2 
4 - 3 
4 - 5 
2 - 1 
2 - 5 
2 - 3 
1 - 5 
1 - 3 
5 - 3 
4 - 1 
4-2 
4 - 3 
4 - 5 
2 - 1 
2 - 3 
2 - 5 
l - 3 
1 - 5 
3 - 5 
17 . Be responsible for 4 - 1 
the maintenance and 4 - 2 
operation of the school 4 - 3 
facilities to which he 4 - 5 
is assigned . 2 - 3 
2 - 5 
2 - 1 
3 - 5 
3 - 1 




























































































Table 21. Consensus scores and mean values for five groups of educa tional 
participants on four selected secondar y principal professional 
role expectation i tems categorized as school building manage-
ment and finance 
School Bui !ding Management and F inance Role ExJ2ectationitems 
Respondent {21) {8) {25) {17) 
Groups c.s. M, V, c.s. M,V. c.s. M.V • . c.s. M,V, 
Sch . Bd. Pres. 71. 7 4 . 43 81. 1 4 . 62 83. 8 4 . 67 59. 5 4 . 18 
Urban 64 . 5 4 . 25 86.5 4 . 75 75 . 0 4 .50 64 .5 4.25 
Rural 74.0 4 , 4 8 79.3 4 . 58 86 . 3 4 .72 58.7 4 . 17 
Dist. Supt . 72.4 4.44 92. 1 4 . 84 83 . 8 4 . 67 84 . 2 4.77 
Urban 62 . 5 4 .25 86.5 4 . 75 100. 0 5. 00 87. 5 4 . 75 
Rural 75. 0 4 . 50 93.4 4 . 86 98.4 4 . 96 83.4 4 . 66 
Assoc . Pres. 75. 0 4 . 50 67 . 2 4 . 36 73 . 7 4 . 47 68 . 4 4.36 
Urban 83 . 4 4. 66 88 . 9 4 . 77 72 .5 4 . 33 77.8 4.77 
Rural 72 . 5 4 . 44 62 . 1 4 .20 75.9 4 . 51 65 . 6 4.31 
Sec. Princp. 75. 4 4. 50 86 . 7 4 .73 89 . 8 4 . 73 69 .8 4.39 
Urban 73 . 4 4 . 66 83 . 1 4 . 66 87.0 4. 74 67 .5 4 . 35 
Rura l 77 . 3 4 . 54 90 . 3 4 .80 92 .2 4 . 84 72.5 4.44 
Sec. Teacher 76 . 2 4 . 52 73 . 5 4 . 47 64.6 4 . 29 61. 3 4 . 22 
Urban 78. 0 4 . 55 73 . 8 4 . 47 63.6 4 .27 62.3 4.24 
Rural 72 . 0 4 . 44 73 . 0 4 . 46 67 . 0 4 . 34 59.0 4. 18 
Average 75. 0 4 . 50 79 . 9 4 . 60 78 . 8 4 . 45 66.8 4.33 
C. S. = Consensus score in pe r cent. 
M. V. = Mean values as weighted for the response to the particular item . 
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significance . An item analysis of the ten items pertaining to the negotiations 
process revealed that nine of the items were significant a t . 01 level of 
significance and item number 32 was not s ignificant. 
Table 22 . Comparison of means of fi ve educational groups on the 10 items 
categorized a s the negotia tion process in terms of the expected 
degree of principa l performance 
Sch . Bd. District Assoc . Secon. Secon. F 
ITEM Pres. Supt. Pres. Princp. Teacher Ratio 
(32) 2. 39 2 . 63 2. 16 2 . 69 2.42 1. 90 
(46) 4.08 4 . 45 4 . 00 4 . 58 3 . 93 9. 43** 
(36) 3. 63 3 . 66 2.68 3. 92 3.27 16.57** 
(41) 2. 95 2 . 11 2. 34 2. 12 2 . 61 6.38** 
(39) 1. 45 1. 21 2. 79 2 . 14 2 . 54 19 . 47** 
(49) 2 . 79 3. 24 2 . 13 2 . 74 2.66 9. 24** 
(42) 3. 53 4 . 08 2 . 74 3 . 66 2 . 89 20 . 25** 
(48) 2 . 13 2 . 10 3. 13 2 . 05 2.92 11. 42** 
(27) 2 . 42 2 . 71 2. 84 3. 37 2 . 77 7. 06** 
(38) 2. 32 2. 63 2 . 58 2. 97 3. 14 6 . 07** 
**Significant at the . 01 level of significance . 
Item 32 referred to the principal ' s expected role as a liason person 
between the board of education and the te 'lchers ' associ ation. All groups wi th 
a fair degree of consensus indica ted that the principal preferably should not 
perform the role as a liason person between the board of education and the 
teachers ' association. The average consensus scores wa s 46 . 7 per cent and 
the average mean value response was 2. 51. The consensus score was not as 
63 
high on chis i tern as ll was on the item of the other categories . However, it 
approached 50 per cent consensus . 
The Duncan ' s New Multiple Range Test was performed on this hypothesis 
and four of the 10 ma tched pairs had significant r ange differences . They were : 
(1) School board presidents and principals , (2) Superintendents and principals, 
(3 ) Association presidents and principals and (4) Teachers and principals. The 
ana lysis r evealed tha t no matched pairs had significant r ange differences on this 
hypothesis except as each group was compared with the secondary principa ls . 
Table 23 . Comparison of the me ans of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board pres iden ts , 2 . District superintendents , 3. Associ-
a tion presidents , 4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under the negotiations 
process using the Dunc an ' s New Multiple Range Test 
Educa tiona\ 1 2 3 4 5 
gro11p & mean (30 . 32) (32 . 29} (28 . 76) (31. 25) (28 . 86) 
0. 38 1. 04 2.82* 0. 32 
2 1. 42 2.44* 0.60 
3 3. 85* 1. 36 
4 2.50* 
Alpha =. 05 
*Significant r·ange differences a t the . 05 level. 
Note : Leas t Significant Range Differences 
1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2- 4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
2. 30 2 . 18 1. 88 1. 72 2.36 1.71 1. 70 1. 90 1. 79 1.11 
An ana lys is of e~tch question by the Duncan ' s New Multiple Range Test showed 
tha t of the 36 possib le ma tched pairs as they were compared with the pri ncipal 's 
group , 23 produced significant r ange differences . Each group as it was compared 
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with the principals' group produced five or more s ignific ant r ange differences 
(Table 24). 
Le ik ' s Measure of Ordina l Consensus showed that the average per cent 
of consensus on the 10 selec ted items was not below 46 . 7 per cent and not 
above 96 . 0 per cent. The average mean value response ranged from 1. 08 to 
4. 26 on the 10 items perta ining to the negotia tions process (Tab le 25) . 
E ach particular group when compared with the principals ' group indi-
ca ted a significant r ange difference . Thus , for this hypothesis , each item was 
ana lyzed independently . 
Item number 46 . The school principal should resist measures which 
if negotiated would reduce the authority he needs to carry out his duties and 
responsibilities . The ave r age consensus score on this item was 68 . 5 per cent 
and the average mean value response was 4 . 00. The range comparison between 
the pr incipals and the superintendents was not significant. E ach of the other 
group comparisons produced significant range difference s . The principals' 
ave r age consensus score was higher than the consensus scores of the other 
groups and the principals ' mean va lue response may indicate a higher degree 
of resistance to measures that would r educe his authority. It may be assumed 
from this study tha t although the r esponding g r oups had lower consensus scores 
and lower mean values responses tha n the secondar y school principals , the 
respondent groups perceived the princ ipa ls in a r ole where they preferably 
should res is t measure s that reduce the ir authority. 
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T able 24. Comparison between five educational groups, (1. School board presi-
dents , 2. District superintendents , 3. Association presidents, 
4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary school teachers) on the 
importance of 10 items under the negotia tion process using Duncan's 
New Multiple Range Test 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSRValue Significance 
32. Serve as a liason No significant difference among the responding 
person between groups, thus , the Duncan ' s New Multiple Range 
board of education Test was not performed . 
and teachers ' associ-
ation. 
46. Resist measures whi ch 4 - 1 0.50 0. 38 s 
if negotiated would 4 - 2 0.13 0. 36 NS 
reduce the authority 4 - 3 0. 58 0. 39 s 
he needs to carry out 4- 5 o. 65 0.24 s 
his duties and responsi- 2 - 1 o. 37 0. 46 NS 
bilities . 2 - 3 0. 44 o. 48 NS 
2 - 5 0. 51 0. 39 s 
1 - 3 0. 08 0.46 NS 
1 - 5 0.14 o. 38 NS 
3 - 5 o. 07 0. 35 NS 
36 . Represent the princi- 4- 1 0.29 0.37 NS 
pal's association as a 4 - 2 o. 26 0.34 NS 
separ ate unit in col- 4 - 3 0. 12 o. 38 s 
lective negotiations . 4 - 5 0. 65 0. 23 s 
2 - 1 o. 03 0.44 NS 
2 - 5 0.39 0.36 s 
2 - 3 o. 97 0. 48 - s 
1 - 5 0. 36 0. 35 s 
1 - 3 0. 94 0.46 s 
41. Be a "bystander" with 4 - 1 0. 83 0. 45 s 
no involvement in the 4 - 2 0. 01 0. 41 NS 
negotiation process. 4 - 3 0. 22 0. 41 NS 
4 - 5 0. 49 0. 26 s 
1 - 5 0. 34 0. 41 NS 
1 - 3 o. 60 0. 55 s 
1 - 2 0. 84 0. 58 s 
5 - 3 0. 26 0. 41 NS 
5-2 0.50 0.44 s 
3 - 2 0. 23 0. 55 NS 
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T a ble 24. Continued 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
39 . Be a member of the 4 - 1 o. 68 0. 39 s 
team representing 4 - 2 0. 92 0. 40 s 
the teachers ' associ - 4 - 3 0. 65 0. 40 s 
ation in collective 4- 5 0. 40 0. 23 s 
negoti ations . 3 - 5 0. 24 0. 38 NS 
3 - 1 1. 34 0.53 s 
3 - 2 1. 57 0. 54 s 
5- 1 1. 09 0. 41 s 
5 - 2 1. 33 0. 41 s 
1- 2 0.23 0.49 NS 
49 . Be a member of the 4 - 1 o. 05 o. 40 NS 
team representing 4 - 2 0. 49 0.42 s 
the board of edu- 4 - 3 0. 60 0. 42 s 
ca tion in collective 4 - 5 0.47 o. 24 s 
negoti ations with 2 - 1 0. 44 0. 50 NS 
teachers . 2 - 5 0. 97 0.43 s 
2 - 3 1. 10 0.56 s 
1 - 5 e. 52 0.42 s 
1 - 3 0. 65 0.55 s 
5-3 0. 13 0.39 NS 
42 . Be a consultant to 4 - 1 0. 12 0. 37 NS 
the board of edu- 4-2 0. 42 0. 36 s 
cation during 4- 3 o. 91 0. 39 s 
negoti a tions . 4 - 5 o. 76 0. 23 s 
2 - 1 0. 55 o. 49 s 
2 - 5 1. 19 0.39 s 
2 - 3 1. 34 0.51 s 
1 - 5 0. 63 0. 35 s 
1 - 3 0. 78 0.49 s 
5-3 0. 15 0.36 NS 
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T able 24 . Continued 
Group (. 05) 
E ducationa l Role Items Compar i son Diffe r e nce lBR Value Significance 
4 8. Be a consu ltant to 4 - 1 0. 92 0.40 s 
the te achers ' 4 - 2 0. 94 0.41 s 
associ ation during 4 - 3 0. 08 0. 37 NS 
nego ti a tions . 4 - 5 0. 12 0. 23 NS 
3 - 5 0. 20 0. 39 NS 
3 - 1 1. 00 0. 52 s 
3 - 2 1. 02 0. 53 s 
5 - 1 0. 79 0. 37 s 
5- 2 0.81 0. 39 NS 
1 - 2 0. 03 0. 48 NS 
27 . Be a consultant to 4 - 1 0. 95 0. 51 s 
both the board of 4 - 2 0. 66 0. 49 s 
education and the 4 - 3 0. 53 0. 45 s 
teache rs ' repre- 4 - 5 0. 60 0. 29 s 
s e nta tives during 3 - 5 0. 08 0. 45 NS 
negoti a tions . 3 - 2 0. 13 o. 61 NS 
3 - 1 0. 42 0. 63 NS 
5-2 0. 06 0. 45 NS 
5- 1 0. 35 0. 48 NS 
2 - 1 0. 28 0. 58 NS 
38. Ke ep a ll schoo I 4 - 1 0. 65 0. 43 s 
publi cs informed on 4 - 2 0. 34 0. 39 NS 
issue s under con- 4 - 3 0. 39 0. 41 NS 
sider ation in 4 - 5 0. 16 0. 24 NS 
profe ssiona l 5-2 0. 51 0. 41 s 
negotiations . 5- 3 0. 56 0. 43 s 
5 - 1 0. 82 0. 44 s 
2 - 3 0. 05 0. 50 NS 
2 - 1 0. 31 0. 53 NS 
3 - 1 0. 26 0. 50 NS 
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Table 25 . Consensus scores and mean values for five groups of educational 
participants on 10 selected secondary principal nego tiation role 
expecta tion i terns categori zed as the negotiation 's process 
The Negoti ation ' s Process Role E!9;!ectation Items 
Respondent (32) (46 ) (36) (41) (39) 
Qroups c. s. M .V. c.s. M,V. c. s. M,V. c.s. M,V, c. s. M,V, 
Sch. Bd . Pres. 39 . 4 2. 45 59 . 5 3. 75 89.2 1. 78 64 . 9 3.62 95.8 1. 08 
Urban 37.5 2. 75 50. 0 3. 75 100. 0 1. 00 56.3 3. 62 93 . 8 1. 12 
Rural 40. 0 2. 37 62.1 3. 72 100. 0 2. 00 65. 3 3. 62 97.6 1. 06 
Dist . Supt. 39 . 5 2. 92 80. 3 4. 02 89 . 5 1. 78 72 . 4 3. 44 100.0 1. 00 
Urban 25 . 0 3. 25 68.8 3. 87 100. 0 1. 00 68. 8 3. 12 100.0 1. 00 
Rural 46 . 7 2. 46 83.4 4. 06 100. 0 2. 00 76.7 3.53 100.0 1. 00 
Assoc . Pres . 60.5 2. 15 65 . 5 3. 71 88.2 1. 76 65 . 8 3. 78 94 . 8 1. 10 
Urban 66 . 7 2.22 61. 2 4. 11 roo. o 1. 00 72.4 4 . 33 89.0 1. 12 
Rural 58.6 2. 13 65 . 5 3.58 100. 0 2. 00 63.9 3. 62 96.6 1. 06 
Sec. Princp. 49 . 1 2. 70 72.2 4. 32 75. 0 L.4'3' 75. 1 ' 4. 06 100. 0 1. 00 
Urban 55 . 8 2.94 73. 7 4. 31 100. 0 1. 00 74.0 4. 15 100.0 1. 00 
Rural 50.6 2.44 71.4 4.33 100. 0 2. 00 77.3 3. 98 100. 0 1. 00 
Sec . Teache r 47 . 0 2. 41 66 , 0 3. 83 85 . 1 1. 35 67.0 3. 67 81.9 1. 36 
Urban 48. 8 2. 33 63 . 1 3. 85 100. 0 1. 00 68. 2 2. 90 89 . 4 1. 37 
Rural 43 . 0 2. 62 71. 0 3. 78 100. 0 2. 00 64.0 3. 68 83.5 1. 34 
Average 46 . 7 2.51 68.5 4. 00 74. 1 1. 49 70. 1 3. 80 93.2 1. 15 
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Table 25 . Continued 
The Negotia tion ' s Process Role E;>g:2ectation Items 
Respondent {49) {42) {48) {27! {38) 
Groups c, s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M. V . c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V . 
Sch. Bd . Pres . 74 . 4 4 . 48 64 . 9 3, 72 81. 1 4.62 43 . 3 2. 48 97.3 1. 05 
Urban 81. 3 4. 62 62 . 5 3. 75 87 . 5 4. 75 68 . 8 2.37 100.0 1. 00 
Rural 72 . 4 4 . 44 65. 6 3. 72 79 . 4 4 . 58 36 . 3 2. 51 97.6 1. 00 
Dist . Supt. 86 . 9 4 . 73 63 . 2 3. 52 92.1 4 . 84 56 . 6 2. 71 100.0 1. 00 
Urban 100.0 5. 00 68.8 3. 12 88.0 4. 75 37. 5 2 . 50 100. 0 1. 00 
Rural 83.4 4 . 66 73 . 4 3. 63 83.4 4. 86 61.6 2.76 100.0 1. 00 
Assoc . Pres . 67.1 3. 78 53.9 3. 76 67 . 2 4.10 47.4 2 . 84 97 . 4 1. 05 
Urban 72 . 4 3. 88 6.77 4 . 33 88 . 0 4 . 77 61. 2 2.88 96 . 0 1.11 
Rural 76 . 4 4. 06 53 . 5 3. 24 62.1 4.20 63.8 2.82 98 . 3 1. 03 
Sec. Princp. 67 . 9 4 . 30 76.6 4 . 02 86 . 7 4.73 51.3 3.31 99.0 1. 01 
Urban 69.5 4.22 76 . 0 4. 14 83.4 4. 66 54.5 348 98.6 1. 02 
Rural 69 . 5 4 . 38 77 . 3 4 . 11 90. 3 4 . 80 48.7 3.27 99.4 1. 01 
Sec . Teacher 62.8 4 . 12 67 . 0 3. 88 74.0 4 . 47 42 . 9 2.77 91.7 1. 16 
Urban 62 . 3 4. 17 66.1 3. 94 73.8 4.47 43.7 2.72 90.7 1. 18 
Rural 64 . 0 4.00 68 . 0 3. 70 73.0 4.46 41. 0 2. 90 89.0 1. 12 
Average 65. 5 4 . 26 69 . 6 3. 85 79 . 1 4 . 59 46 . 7 2 . 96 96.0 1. 08 
C. S, = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M. V. = Mea n va lues as weighted for the response to the particular time . 
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Item number 36. The principal should represent the principal's 
association as a separate unit in collective negotiations . The ave rage consensus 
score was 74 . 1 per cent and the average mean value response was 1. 49. The 
analysis of this item for each of the responding groups indicated that the 
principal preferably should not represent the principals ' association as a 
separate unit in collective negotiations . Each group responded with 100 per cent 
consensus either with the absolutely must not or a preferably should not response. 
Each urban group indicated that the principal absolutely must not perform this 
role and all rural groups indicated that the principal preferably should not perform 
this role. Thus, the significant difference among the responding groups was 
between the degree of expected principal role performance of absolutely must 
not and preferably should not. 
Item number 41. The principal should be a "bystander" with no involve-
ment in the negotiation process . The average consensus score on this item 
was 70 . 1 per cent and the average mean value response was 3. 80. A signifi-
cant range difference was found between the principals and the school board 
presidents and also between the principals and the teachers from the matched 
pair comparisons. The principals ' consensus score (75. 1) and their average 
mean value response (4 . 06) were higher than the similar responses of the other 
responding groups . One may conclude from this study that the responding edu-
cational groups did not perceive principals as active in the negotiations process 
as they , the principjllS them(>elves , perceived their involvement. The average 
mean v;l.lue response may be assumed to indicate that principals may or may not 
be involved in the negotiations process . 
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Item number 39 . The principal should be a member of the team 
representing the teachers ' association in collective negotiations . The average 
consensus score on this item was 93 . 2 per cent and the average mean value 
response was 1. 15. Each of the four matched pair r ange comparisons as com-
pared wi th the principals ' group were significant at the . 05 per cent level of 
significance . The significance appeared to be as a result of the principals' 
absolute response . There was a 100 per cent principal consensus that the 
principal absolutely must not be a member of the teachers' negotiating te am . 
The other matched pair comparisons also produced very high consensus scores 
r anging from 81. 9 per cent to 100 per cent. No me an value response was above 
1. 37. One could assume from this study that the principal absolutely must not 
be a member of the teachers ' negotiating team. 
Item number 49 . The principal should be a member of the team repre-
senting the board of education in collective negotia tions with teachers. The 
average consensus score on this item was 65. 5 per cent and the average mean 
value response was 4. 26 . Three of the matched pair comparisons had signifi-
cant range differences. The r ange comparison between the principals and the 
school board presidents was not significant. However , there was a significant 
r ange difference between principals and superintendents, association presidents 
and secondary teachers . Although there was a significant range difference 
between each of these groups , one may assume from this study that principals 
were perceived by the responding groups as preferably being members of the 
school board 's negotiating team. Urban school superintendents indicated with 
100 per cent consensus that principals absolutely must be members of the 
school board's negotiating team. 
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Item number 42 . The principal should be a consultant to the board of 
education during negoti a tions . The average consensus s core on this item was 
69 . 6 per cent and the ave r age mean value response was 3 . 85. Three of the 
four matched pairs compared with the principals' group produced significant 
range differences . The r ange difference between the principals and the school 
board presidents was not s ignificant. The statistics a lso indicated that there 
was a higher degree of consensus within the pr incipals' group than within the 
other responding groups . The me an value responses for this item may be 
a ssumed to indicate that principals preferably s hould be consultants to boards 
of education. The res ponse s of urban school district superintendents, how-
ever, may be assumed to indicate that they perceived the principal's role as being 
consultant to the board of educa tion only under particula r circumstances. The 
s tatistical evidence may indicate tha t as the size of a school district increases, 
the involvement of p rincipals in the negoti ations process, particularly the con-
sultant role, decreases . (See specific conclusions , items 6, 7, and 8, pages 
115-116 . ) 
Item number 48. The principal should be a consultant to the teachers 1 
associa tion . The ave r age consensus score on this item was 79. 1 per cent and 
the average mean va lue response was 4. 59. The matched pairs showed that 
there was a significant range difference between the principa ls and the school 
board presidents and a lso between principaJs and superintendents. The mean 
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value responses for each group were not above 4 . 86 and not below 4.10. The 
consensus scores provided a range between 62. 1 per cent and 93 . 4 per cent. 
Although . there was a significant difference among the groups, it may be 
assumed from this study tha t the principal preferably should be a consultant 
to the teachers ' association. 
Item number 27 . The school principal should be a consultant to both 
the board of education and the teachers ' representatives during negotiations. 
The average consensus score on this item was 46.7 per cent with an average 
mean value response of 2. 96. Each of the four matched pairs produced 
significant range differences a t the . 05 level of significance . The average 
mean value response approached the may or may not response by the respond-
ing groups but the response scores appeared to indicate tha t the principals 
preferably should not be consultants to the board of education and the teachers' 
representatives. The principals, however, perceived their role as preferably 
being a consultant to the board of education and the teachers'representatives 
during the process of negotiations . The consensus scores ranged from a 
low of 36 . 3 per cent from the rural school board presidents to a high of 63. 8 
per cent from the rural association presidents. 
Item number 38. The school principal should keep all school publics 
informed on issues under consideration in professional negotia tions . The average 
consensus score on this item was 96. 0 per cent and the average mean value 
response was 1. 09 . Of the principal matched pair r ange comparisons, only the 
comparison between school .board presidents and principals produced a significant 
range difference . An analysis of the consensus scores and the mean value 
responses from e ach group indicated that the principal absolutely must not 
perform the role of informant to all publics on issues under consideration 
in collective negoti ations . 
A descriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 6 may indicate that 
although there was a significant difference among the responding groups, 
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there were several areas of both congruence and incongruity about the principal 's 
role in the collective negoti ations process . Areas in which the sta tistics pro-
duced similar responses among the responding groups were on the questions 
which rela ted to the principal as representing his association as a separate 
unit in collective negotiations, the principal's role as an informant to all 
publics on negotiation issues , the principal's role as being a member of the 
teachers' negotiation team, the principal' s role to resist me asures that 
reduce his authority, the principa l's role to be a consultant to the teachers' 
a ssociation , the principal's role to be a member of the school board's 
negotiations team, and the principal's role as a "bystander" in the negotiations 
process . 
One may assume from this study that the respondents feel that the 
secondary school principal preferably should (a) be a member of the school 
board's negotiations team, (b) be a consultant to the teachers' associa tion 
during negotiations, and (c) resist measures that reduce the authority he needs 
to carry out his duties and responsibilities . 
One may assume from this study that the respondents, feel that the 
principal ,!!!gy or may not be a "bystander" during the negotiations process. 
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It may also be assumed from items number 27, 32, 48, and 49 of this 
study that the responding groups perceived the principal as a consultant to the 
board of education or to the teachers' association but not to both organizations 
during the negotiations process. 
Items number 36 and 46 presented results that may indicate role incon-
gruity. The responses to these questions indicated that the principal should 
resist measures which reduce his authority to carry out his responsibilities 
and that he should not be represented by the principals' association as a 
separate negotiating unit . It appears that this may be a paradox (see con-
clusions beyond the statistical analysis--pages 117-120). 
Hypothesis number 7 
The Principal's Role Expectations Relating to the Grievance Procedure. 
The principal's role ~pectation items that related to the grievance procedures 
as measured by the Principal's Role Expectation Scale were significantly 
different among the responding groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected . 
An F ratio of 2. 39 was necessary for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 2. 73 was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore, one can assume 
from this study that the grievance procedure role expectations of the secondary 
school principal as measured by the Principal's Role Expectation Scale were 
significantly different among the responding groups at the . 05 leve l of signifi-
cance. An item analysis of the items relating to the grievance procedures pro-
duced F r atios on eight of the nine items that were significant at the . 01 level of 
significance and one item, number 31, was not significant. 
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T able 26. Comparison of means of five educational groups on the nine items 
categori zed as grievance procedures in terms of the expected 
degree of principal performance 
Sch . Bd . District Assoc. Secon. Secon. F 
ITEM Pres Supt. Pres . Princp . Teacher Ratio 
(37) 2.42 2 . 47 2,84 3. 07 3.20 5. 86** 
(30) 2. 37 2 . 61 3. 05 3.31 3.13 6. 25** 
(31) 1. 66 2 . 18 1. 78 2.13 1. 95 2 . 24 
(28) 1. 58 1. 89 2.63 2.38 2 . 46 6. 71 ** 
(34) 2.97 3. 60 3.50 3. 83 3.51 7.13** 
(50) 2 . 84 3.13 2 . 32 2 . 84 2.30 10. 41** 
(40) 2.32 3.26 3. 03 3.32 3. 11 5.90** 
(47) 4. 16 4 . 45 3 . 90 3 . 75 3. 85 9.43** 
(35) 2.21 2. 55 2. 89 2.94 3.14 5. 57** 
**Significant at the . 01 level of significance 
Table 27. Comparison of the mea ns of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents, 2. District superintendents, 3. Associ-
ation presidents, 4 . Secondary school principals , 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under grievance pro-
cedures using the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32. 29) (28. 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
2 . 44* 2.37* 3.65* 3. 05* 
2 0. 08 1. 21 0. 60 
3 1. 29 0. 68 
4 0. 61 
Alpha= . 05 
*Significant range differences at the . 05 level. 
Note: Lea~t Significant Range Differences 
1- 2 1- 3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3- 5 4-5 
2.13 2. 02 1. 78 1. 73 2. 01 1. 67 1. 57 1. 73 1. 66 0. 98 
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Application of the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test produced results 
that indicated significant range differences between each of the responding groups 
a s they were compared with school board presidents . There were no significant 
range differences between other comparisons of the responding groups. 
The item analysis of range differences for the responding groups other 
than those between the principals and the school board presidents showed four 
paired comparisons wi th principals that were significant at the . 05 level. The 
comparisons were between principals and the superintendents in three of the 
four categories and between the principals and the teachers in the other cate-
gory (Table 28). 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed that the average consen-
sus scores on the nine selected items under grievance procedures were not 
above 66. 8 per cent and not below 38. 0 per cent. The average of the mean 
value responses r anged from a low of 1. 99 to a high of 4. 22 depending on the 
particular i tern . 
Item number 37. The school principal should provide an election 
system for determining teacher representation on the grievance committee 
in his school. The average me an value response may have indicated that the 
principal preferably should not provide for this activity . Teachers and associ-
ation presidents appeared to agree with the finding. However, the principals' 
and school board presidents' responses indicated that the principal may or 
may not be responsible for this task. 
Item number 30. The principal should be responsible for organizing 
a faculty committee on grievances for his school. The average mean value 
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Table 28. Comparison between five educa tional groups (1. School board presi-
dents, 2 . District superintendents, 3. Association presidents, 
4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of nine items under grievance procedure using 
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
37 . Provide an election 4 - 1 0. 64 0.44 s 
system for deter- 4 - 2 o. 59 0.41 s 
mining teacher 4 - 3 0.23 0.43 NS 
representation on 4 - 5 0. 12 o. 25 NS 
the grievance com- 3 - 5 0. 36 0.41 NS 
mittee in his 3 - 2 0.36 0.57 NS 
school. 3 - 1 0.42 0. 58 NS 
5 -2 0.72 0. 43 s 
5-1 0. 77 0. 45 s 
2 - 1 0.05 o. 52 NS 
30. Be responsible for 4 - 1 o. 93 0. 48 s 
organizing a faculty 4 - 2 0. 69 0.46 s 
committee on 4 - 3 o. 25 0.45 NS 
grievances for his 4 - 5 0.17 0.26 NS 
school. 5 - 3 0.08 0.42 NS 
5 - 2 0. 52 0.44 s 
5-1 0. 76 0.46 s 
3- 2 0. 44 0.54 NS 
3- 1 0. 68 0. 57 s 
2 - 1 0.23 0.54 NS 
31. Select teacher repre- No significant difference among the responding 
sentatives to serve groups , thus, the Duncan's Multiple Range Test 
on the grievance was not performed. 
committee . 
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T a ble 28. Continued 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Item Comparison Difference IBR Value Significance 
28. Serve on a district 4- 1 0.80 0.43 s 
wide grievance com- 4 - 2 0. 38 0. 40 s 
mi ttee representing 4 - 3 0. 24 0.43 NS 
the te acher's associ- 4- 5 0.07 0.25 NS 
ation. 3 - 5 0. 17 0.40 NS 
3 - 2 0.73 0.56 s 
3 - 1 1. 05 0.58 s 
5 - 2 0. 56 0.42 s 
5 - 1 o. 88 0.44 s 
2 - 1 0.31 0.52 NS 
34. Serve on a district 4 - 1 0.85 o. 37 s 
wide grievance 4-2 0. 22 0.33 NS 
committee repre- 4 - 3 0.33 0.36 NS 
senting the prin- 4 - 5 0. 31 o. 21 s 
cipal 's association. 2 - 5 0. 09 0. 32 NS 
2 - 3 0.10 0.44 NS 
2 - 1 0.63 0.46 s 
5 - 3 0. 01 0.32 NS 
5-1 0.58 0.35 s 
50. Serve on a district 4 - 1 0. 02 o. 35 NS 
wide grievance com- 4 - 2 0.28 0. 35 NS 
mi ttee representing 4- 3 0. 52 o. 37 s 
the board of edu- 4 - 5 0 . 54 o. 23 s 
cation . 2 - 1 0.28 0. 47 NS 
2 - 3 0. 81 0. 48 s 
2 - 5 0. 83 0.38 s 
1 - 3 0.52 0.44 s 
1 - 5 0.54 0.37 s 
3 - 5 0. 02 0.34 NS 
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Table 28 . Continued 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Va lue Significance 
40. Be involved in a ll 4 - 1 1. 00 0.46 s 
stages of the griev- 4 - 2 0.05 0.41 NS 
ance process ·_ 4 - 3 0. 29 0. 45 NS 
between a teacher 4 - 5 0.21 0.26 NS 
or teachers in his 2 - 5 0.15 0.41 NS 
school and the boa rd 2 - 3 0. 23 0.55 NS 
of education . 2 - 1 0. 94 0. 57 s 
5 -3 0.08 0.41 NS 
5 - 1 o. 79 0.43 s 
3 - 1 0. 71 0. 58 s 
47 . Be bound to carry out 4- 1 0.41 0. 46 NS 
negoti a ted agreements 4 - 2 0. 70 0. 46 s 
made between the 4 - 3 0. 14 0. 44 NS 
board of educa tion 4 - 5 0.10 0. 25 NS 
and teachers' repre - 2 - 1 0. 28 0.53 NS 
sentatives though he 2 - 3 0. 55 0.56 NS 
was not represented 1 - 3 o. 26 0.55 NS 
in the negotiations 1 - 5 0.30 0.44 NS 
process . 3 - 5 o. 04 0. 41 NS 
35. Have no responsibility 4 - 1 0. 73 0. 47 s 
in determining mem- 4 - 2 0. 38 0.45 NS 
bership on a teachers' 4 - 3 0.05 0,43 NS 
grievance committee. 4 - 5 0.20 0.26 NS 
5-3 0.24 o. 45 NS 
5 -2 0.59 0. 46 s 
5 - 1 0. 93 o. 48 s 
3 - 2 0. 34 0.54 NS 
3 - 1 0. 68 0.58 s 
2 - 1 0. 34 0.55 NS 
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response was 3. 08. The mean value response indicated that principals may 
or may not perform this function. The school board presidents' and the 
superintendents' responses appeared to indicate that principals preferably 
should not be involved with this responsibility. Principals, association presi-
dents and teachers indicated that the principal may or may not perform this 
task. 
Item number 31. The principal should select the teacher representatives 
to serve on the grievance committee . The mean value response revealed that 
there was no significant difference among the responding groups and they inferred 
that the principal preferably should not perform this task. 
Item number 28. The principal shou ld serve on a district-wide grievance 
committee representing the teachers' associa tion . The average mean value 
response was 2. 32 . It may be assumed from this response that principals 
preferably should not serve on this committee . Principals appeared to agree 
with the findings but the urban teachers' association presidents inferred by their 
responses that principals may or may not serve on a district-wide grievance 
committee representing the teachers' association. 
Item number 34. The principal should serve on a district-wide griev-
ance committee representing the principal's associa tion. Each r esponding 
group, with the exception of school board presidents inferred that the principal 
preferably should serve on a distinct grievance committee representing the 
principals' association. School board presidents indicated that the principal 
may or may not serve or be represented by this particular committee . 
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Item number 50. The principal should serve on a district-wide 
grievance committee representing the board of education. The average mean 
value response indicated that principals preferably should serve in this 
capacity . 
Item number 40. The principal should be involved in all stages of the 
grievance process between a teacher or teachers in his school and the board of 
education. The mean value response revealed that the principal preferably 
should not assume total involvement in this process. 
Item number 47. The principal should be bound to carry out negotiated 
agreements made between the board of education and the teachers' representatives 
though he was not represented in the negotiations process. It may be assumed 
from this study that the principal preferably should perform those tasks on 
which agreement is reached between boards of education and teachers ' associ-
ations . 
Item number 35. The principal should have no responsibility in deter-
mining membership on a teachers' grievance committee . This question and the 
response involved a double negative in grammatical structure and its con-
sideration was elimated (Table 29). 
A descriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 7 may indicate that although 
there were significant differences among the responding groups, the significant 
differences were primarily between each of the responding groups and the school 
board presidents as computed by the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test. 
An evaluation of each item appeared to indicate that principals and 
school board presidents tended to agree on the general role expectations of the 
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Table 29 . Consensus scores a nd mean values for five groups of educational 
participants on nine selected secondary principal negoti!ltiein role 
expectation items categorized as grievance procedure 
Grievance Procedure Role E!ffiectation Items 
Respondent {37) {30) {31) {28) 
Groups c.s. M.V. c. s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M. V. 
Sch. Bd . Pres . 74.3 3. 48 46 . 0 2 . 43 64.9 1. 70 68.5 1.62 
Urban 81. 5 3.37 43. 8 2.62 62.5 1. 75 56.3 1. 87 
Rural 77 . 6 3.51 46.6 2. 37 65.5 1. 68 72.5 1. 55 
Dist. Supt. 73.7 3. 42 54.0 2.60 63.2 2.44 57.9 1. 89 
Urban 94.0 2.87 50.0 2.25 37 . 5 2 . 12 50.0 2.00 
Rural 78.3 3.30 55 . 0 2.70 68.6 2 . 10 63 . 4 1. 86 
Assoc . Pres. 76.3 2. 78 60.6 3. 05 60.5 1. 78 57.9 2. 63 
Urban 83.4 2 . 66 55.6 3 . 33 72 . 3 1. 55 66.7 3 . 00 
Rural 74.0 2. 82 63.8 2. 85 58. 7 1. 86 55.2 2. 51 
Sec. Princp. 77.9 3 .23 53.6 3. 30 63 . 0 1. 54 52.9 2.38 
Urban 77.3 3 . 37 56 .5 3.45 68.8 1. 97 55.8 2.50 
Rural 78.6 3.11 50.6 3 . 15 57.1 2 . 26 55.8 2 . 25 
Sec. Teacher 65. 5 2 . 36 47 . 6 3. 07 52 . 6 1. 94 50.3 2 . 45 
Urban 64.4 2.40 47. 5 3.16 55.9 1. 89 44. 1 2.42 
Rural 68 .0 2.28 48.0 3 . 04 49.0 2. 06 45. 0 2.46 
Average 68.3 2. 89 5L 0 3 . 08 58.9 1. 99 45.2 2.32 
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Table 29 . Continued 
Grievance Procedure Role Ex~ctation Items 
Respondent (34) (50) (40) (47) (35) 
Groups c.s. M.V. c.s. M.V. c.s. M,V, c.s. M,V, c.s. M.V . 
Sch . Bd. Pres . 62.2 3. 06 56 . 8 3. 62 78 . 4 1. 83 56 . 8 3. 62 100. 0• 1. 00 
Urban 62 . 5 3. 25 62 . 5 35 . 0 93.8 2 . 12 50. 0 3.50 _100. 0 1. 00 
Rural 62.1 3.00 55.2 3.65 74.2 1. 75 58.1 3. 65 100. 0 1. 00 
Dist. Supt. 69.9 3. 60 63.2 4. 00 93 . 4 2 . 86 81.6 4 . 63 100. 0 2.00 
Urban 62 . 5 3. 50 63. 0 4 . 00 88.0 4 . 75 63.0 4.75 100. 0 2. 00 
Rural 71. 7 3. 63 63 . 4 4 . 00 93 . 4 2. 86 80. 0 4. 60 100. 0 2.00 
Assoc. PrE)s 61. 8 3.50 65.8 3.68 75.0 1. 92 69 . 8 4.38 100.0 3.00 
Urban 72 . 3 4.11 72 . 4 3.88 89. 0 1. 77 77.8 4.55 100. 0 3.00 
Rural 67 . 4 3.34 63 . 8 3. 62 70 . 7 1. 96 67.3 4.34 100. 0 3.00 
Sec . Princp. 66 . 3 3.18 71. 1 4. 09 85.7 2 . 72 71 . 4 4.23 100. 0 4.00 
Urban 72 . 0 3. 96 72 . 0 4 . 03 91.9 2.81 74. 7 4. 14 100.0 4.00 
Rural 60. 4 3. 70 70.1 4.15 80.5 2 . 61 68.2 4.32 100.0 4.00 
Sec. Teacher 61.3 3. 51 60. 7 3. 70 69.4 1. 81 64. 3 4. 09 100.0 5.00 
Urban 58. 5 3. 52 62 . 4 3. 71 69 . 8 1. 18 64 . 5 4.15 100.0 5.00 
Rural 70. 0 3. 48 58. 0 3. 68 68.0 1. 76 64. 0 3.96 100.0 5.00 
Average 38. 0 3.59 64. 8 3 . 85 66 .8 2. 23 66 . 6 4.17 61. 0 4 . 22 
C. S, = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M, V. = Mea n values as weigh ted for the response to the particular item. 
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secondar y school principa l in grievance procedures . The significant differ-
ences appeared primarily between the degrees of role performance expec-
ta tion of prefera bly should not and absolutely must not . 
Hypothesis number 8 
The Principa l ' s Role Expectations Relating to Impasse Action. The 
principal ' s role expectation items tha t related to impasse action as measured 
by the "Principa l's Role Expectation Sca le " were significantly different among 
the r esponding groups . Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
An F r atio of 2. 39 was necessary for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F of 10. 98 was computed (see Appendix A) . Therefore, one can assume 
from th is study tha t the impasse action role expecta tions of the secondary school 
principa l as measured by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" was signifi-
cantly diffe rent among the r e sponding groups a t the . 01 level of significance . 
The ana lysis of each item categorized under impasse action revealed 
tha t each i tem was significant a t the . 01 level of significance. 
Table 30. Comp arison of means of fi ve educa tional groups on the three items 
categori zed as impasse action in terms of the expected degree of 
principal performance 
Sch. Bd . District Assoc . Secon . Secon. F 
ITE M Pres . Supt. Pres. Princp. Teacher Ratio 
(43 ) 1. 58 1. 47 3 . 31 2. 75 3. 67 41. 29** 
(29) 4. 34 4. 53 3.29 4 . 03 2. 86 24.60** 
(33) 1. 50 1. 37 3 . 32 2 . 08 3.23 37 . 06** 
**Significant at the . 01 level of signific~nce . 
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The Duncan's New Multiple Range Te st revea led tha t only two of the 
10 possible comparisons did not have significant range differences at the . 05 
level of significance . These two comparisons were between (1) School board 
presidents and superintendents and (2) Associ a tion presidents and teachers 
(Table 31). 
Table 31. Comparison of the means of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents , 2. District superintendents, 3. Associ -
ation presidents, 4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under impasse action 
using the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Educa tional 1 2 3 4 5 
group & mean (30. 32) (32. 29) (28. 76) (31. 25) (28. 86) 
1 0.2 5 2. 30* 1. 23* 2.13* 
2 2.55* 1. 49* 2 . 38* 
3 1. 06* 0. 17 
4 0. 89* 
Alpha = . 05 
*Significant range differences at the . 05 level. 
Note: Least Significant Range Differences . 
1- 2 1-'3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
0. 92 0. 99 0.72 0.76 1. 01 0.75 0.77 0.75 0.71 0.44 
The item ana lysis of the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test revealed 
that of the 12 possible matched pairs between the principals and the other 
responding groups, there were 10 with significant r ange differences. 
Item number 43 . The principa l should refuse to open and conduct his 
school unless state certified teachers are employed in the case of a teacher 
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impasse which involves the withholding of services. There was a significant 
difference among the responding groups on this item. However, the consensus 
scores and the mean value responses may be assumed to indicate that each of 
the responding groups perceived the role of the principal as one whi.ch preferably 
should refuse to open and conduct his school unless state certified teaphers are 
employed in the case of a teacher impasse (Table 33) . 
Item number 29. The principal should manage and direct the operation 
of his school in the case of a negotiations impasse with substitute teachers when 
ordered by the board of education. The response to this item revealed agreement 
with no significant difference between principals and school board presidents or 
between principals and superintendents . Significant range difference scores 
were produced, however, between principals and teacher association presidents 
and between principals and teachers (Table 32). 
Leik's Measure of Ordinal Consensus showed that the ave rage consensus 
score of the responding groups to item 29 was 38 . 0 per cent. The statistics 
a lso revealed a lower consensus within the teachers and teacher association 
presidents' groups than within the principals', superintendents' and school 
board presidents' groups. One may assume from this study that there is a 
high degree of difference within and among the responding groups to this item. 
The low consensus scores produced by the teachers' and association 
presidents' groups may invalidate possibl~ conclusions made from the mean 
value responses. However, high consensus scores were obtained from the 
principals, the superintendents and the school board presidents. Their 
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T a ble 32 . Comparison between five educational groups (1. School board presi-
dents, 2. District superintendents, 3. Association presidents, 
4 . Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of three items under impasse action using Duncan's 
New Multiple Range Test 
Group (. 05) 
Educational Role Items Comparison Difference LSR Value Significance 
43. Refuse to open and 4- 1 1. 16 0.44 s 
conduct his school 4 - 2 1. 27 0.46 s 
unless state certi- 4 - 3 0. 56 0.44 s 
fied teachers are 4- 5 0.92 0. 28 s 
employed in the 5 -3 0.34 0.43 NS 
case of a teacher 5 -1 2. 08 0.47 s 
impasse . 5-2 0.21 0. 48 s 
3 - 1 1. 73 0. 58 s 
3 - 2 1. 84 0. 60 s 
1 - 2 0. 10 0.55 NS 
29. Manage and direct 4- 1 0. 31 0. 48 NS 
the operation of his 4- 2 0. 50 0.51 NS 
school in the c ase of 4 - 3 0.73 0. 48 s 
a negoti a tions impasse 4 - 5 1. 16 0.31 s 
when ordered by the 2 - 1 0. 18 0. 61 NS 
board of educa tion to 2 - 3 1. 23 0.66 s 
sta ff the school with 2 - 5 1. 66 0. 53 s 
substitute teachers . 1 - 3 1. 05 o. 64 s 
1 - 5 1. 48 0.52 s 
3 - 5 0. 43 0.47 NS 
33 . When there is a ; 4 - 1 0.58 0.44 s 
teacher-school board 4 - 2 0. 71 0.46 s 
impasse in negoti - 4- 3 1. 23 0.46 s 
ations and teachers 5-4 1. 14 o. 27 s 
withhold service the 3 - 5 0. 09 0. 43 NS 
principa l should with- 3 - 1 0.18 0. 61 s 
hold hi s services 3 - 2 1. 94 0. 62 s 
a lso . 5 -1 1. 72 0.46 s 
5 -2 1. 85 0.47 s 
2 - 1 0.13 0. 56 NS 
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T able 33 . Consensus scores and mean values for five groups of educationa l 
participants on three s e lected secondary principal negoti a tion role 
expecta tion items categorized as impasse action 
ImQa sse Action Role E~ectation Item 
Respondent (43) (29) (33) 
Groups c.s. M,V, c.s. M,V, c. s. M,V, 
Sch. Bd . Pres . 64 .9 3.94 73 . 0 4 . 45 73.0 2.45 
Urban 68 . 8 3.62 83.3 4.62 50. 0 2. 00 
Rura l 63.9 4. 03 70 . 8 4.41 79.4 1. 41 
Dist . Supt. 63 . 2 4 . 10 76.3 4. 52 81.7 1. 36 
Urban 75 . 0 4.50 93 .8 4.87 75. 0 1. 50 
Rural 60.1 4.00 71.6 4 . 43 83 .4 1. 33 
Assoc. Pres. 57 . 9 4 . 05 32.9 3.28 52 .6 3. 31 
Urban 72.4 4 . 33 27.9 3.22 44 .5 2.77 
Rural 53 . 5 3 . 96 36 . 2 3 . 31 55 .2 3 . 48 
Sec. Princp. 69.5 4 . 21 51. 3 4. 02 52.3 2. 08 
Urban 67.5 4 .20 49.3 3. 92 55.8 2. 05 
Rural 71.4 4. 23 56. 5 4 . 12 48.7 2. 11 
Sec. Teacher 67.3 4 : 33 40.0 2.85 50.6 3. 22 
Urban 66 . 1 4 . 32 39.9 2.83 48.3 3.20 
Rura l 70.0 4 . 36 36 .0 2. 92 56.0 3.28 
Average 66 . 7 4 .21 38.0 3.58 38.7 2. 52 
C. S, = Consensus scores in per cent. 
M, V, = Mean values as weighted for the response to the pa rticular item. 
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responses may be a ssumed to indica te tha t the principa l a bsolutely must manage 
and direct the operations of his school wi th substitute teachers in the case of a 
negotia tions impasse. One may assume tha t there is little consensus within the 
associa tion presidents ' and secondary school teache rs' groups for this item. 
Ite m number 33 . When there is a teacher- school board impasse in 
nego ti a tions and teachers wi thhold service s , the principal should a lso withhold 
his services. The response to this i tern r evealed tha t school board presidents, 
superintendents and principals agr eed tha t principals preferably should not 
withhold their se r vices . The teachers and the teachers' associ a tion pre sidents 
appeared to agree that principals may or may not withhold their services. 
An evaluation of this hypothesis appeared to indica te incongruity among 
the responding groups (see conclusion, number 5, page 119). 
Hypothesis number 9 
The Principa l 's Role Expectations Rela ting to Association Membership. 
The principal's role expec tation ite ms tha t related to association membership 
as mea sured by the "Principal 's Role Expectation Sca le " were significantly 
different among the responding groups . Therefore , the null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
An F r a tio of 2. 39 was necess a r y for the null hypothesis to be rejected 
and an F ratio of 7. 93 was computed (see Appendix A). Therefore, one can 
assume from this study that the associa tion membership role expectations 
of the secondary scho~.l-principal as measured by the " Principal's Role 
Expectation Scale" were significantly different among the responding groups 
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a t the . 01 level of significance. 
Each item designated under the category of association membership 
was significant at the . 01 level of significance (Table 34). 
Table 34 . Comparison of means of five educational groups on the two items 
categorized as association membership in terms of the expected 
degree of principal performance 
Sch . Bd. District Assoc. Secon. Secon. F 
ITEM Pres. Supt. Pres . Princp. Teacher Ratio 
(45) 3. 11 3.63 4.71 3.94 3.78 10. 89** 
(44) 2.63 3. 16 4. 34 3. 56 3. 48 13. 06** 
**Significant at the . 01 level of significance. 
The Duncan's New Multiple R ange Test showed that six of the 10 matched 
pairs had significant range differences at the . 05 leve l of significance. The four 
comparisons tha t did not have significant range differences were between: 
(1) School board presidents and superintendents, (2) Superintendent and 
principa ls , (3) Superintendents and teachers and (4) Principals and teachers (Tab le 35). 
The item analysis of the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test produced 
eight possible comparisons with the secondary principals' groups. Five of the 
comparisons produced significant range differences a t the . 05 level of signifi-
cance . Significant range differences were found between (1) Principals and the 
superintendents and (2) Principals and the association presidents for each of the 
items . A significant range difference was also obtained petween the principals 
and the superintendents on item number 42 (Table 36). 
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Table 35. Compar ison of the means of five groups of educational participants 
(1. School board presidents , 2. District super intendents , 3. Ass.oci-
ation presidents , 4 . Seconda ry school principals , 5. Secondary 
school teachers) on the importance of the items under associ ation 
membership using the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test 
Educational 1 2 3 4 5 
grou12 & mean {30. 32) (32 . 29) (28 . 76) {31.25) {28 . 86) 
1 o. 90 3. 16* 1. 61 * 1. 36* 
2 2 . 26* 0.71 0. 47 
3 1. 54* 1. 79* 
4 0. 24 
Alpha = . 05 *Significant range differences at the . 05 level. 
Note : Least Significant Range Differences 
1-2 1-3 1-4 1-5 2-3 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-5 4-5 
o. 91 1. 01 0. 78 o. 75 o. 98 0. 75 o. 71 o. 71 0.74 0. 44 
Table 36. Comparison between five educational groups (1. School board presi-
dents , 2. District superintendents , 3. Association presidents, 
4. Secondary school principals, 5. Secondary school teachers) on 
the importance of two items under association membership using 
Duncan's New Multi12le Range Test 
Educational Role Items 
45. Have the right to be 
a member of the 
local teachers' 
association . 





4 - 1 
4 - 2 
4 - 3 
4- 5 
3 - 5 
3 - 2 
3 - 1 
5-2 
5 - 1 
2 - 1 
4 - 1 
4 - 2 
4 - 3 
4 - 5 
3 - 5 
3 - 2 
3 - 1 
5 - 1 






















LSR Value Significance 
0.41 NS 
0. 41 NS 
0.39 s 
0. 24 NS 
0.41 s 
0.54 s 





0. 39 s 
0. 38 s 
0. 23 NS 
0. 40 s 
0.53 s 
0. 54 s 
0. 46 s 
0. 49 s 
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Leik ' s Measure of Ordina l Consensus showed that the average mean 
response for each item approached 4 . 00 which may be interpreted to indicate 
that principals preferably should have the rtght and be members of the local 
teachers' association. An evaluation of the consensus scores and the mean 
value responses indicated that there were significant range differences between 
each group and the secondary school principals . A !though there were significant 
differences between the groups , i t was apparent that responding groups favored 
the principal as being a member of the teachers ' association. For example, 
there was a significant range difference between the secondary school principals 
and the superintendents on item number 44 that the principal should be a member 
of local teachers ' association. The superintendents ' consensus scores were 
above 90 per cent , whereas , the principals ' consensus scores were below 79. 0 
per cent. The principals ' mean value response was near 4. 50 , whereas, the 
superintendents ' mean value response was near 4 . 80. A 100 per cent consensus 
score was computed for urban school superintendents with a mean value 
response of 5. 00. From this study , one could assume that urban school 
superintendents expect secondary school princi pa ls to be members of the local 
teachers ' association. It is apparent from an ana lysis of the statistics of this 
hypothesis that the only divergent point of view came from the school board 
presidents . Their responses to item number 45 appeared to indicate that the 
secondary school principals under certain circumstances should not have the 
right to join the local teachers ' association (T able 37). 
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Table 37. Consensus scores and mean va lues for five groups of educationa l 
pa rticipants on two se lected seconda!'y principal negoti a tion 
role expectation items categorized a s association membership 
As socia tion Membershi[! Role Exeectation Items 
Respondent (45: {44) 
Groups c. s. M, V, c. s. M.V. 
Sch. Bd. Pres . 44 7 3 13 85. 2 4 . 70 
Urban 56 3 3 . 37 81. 3 4.62 
Rural 41. 4 3 . 06 86 . 3 4 . 72 
Dist. Supt. 71. 1 4 . 00 92. 1 4. 84 
Urban 75 . 0 4 50 100. 0 5.00 
Rural 70. l 3 . 86 90 . 0 4 . 00 
Assoc . Pres. 59 . 2 3. 81 65. 9 3. 89 
Urban 6J. 2 4 . 11 77 . 8 4 . 00 
Rural 63 . 9 3 . 37 69 . 0 3. 86 
Sec . Princp. 77 . 5 4 . 03 78. 3 4 . 56 
Urban 78. 6 4 , 09 78.0 4 .55 
Rura:t 71 . 2 3. 97 78 . 6 4 . 57 
Sec . Teacher 64. 3 3 . 86 69 .6 4.13 
Urban 31 4 3. 98 65 . 3 4. 16 
Rura l 53 . 0 3 . 58 63.0 4. 06 
Average 66 . 2 3. 84 68 . 9 4 . 37 
C. S. = Consensus Scores in per cent. 
M. V. = Mean va lues as weighted for the resr,onse to the particular item. 
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A descriptive evaluation of hypothesis number 9 may indicate that 
although there was a significant dtffet ence among the responding groups , one 
may assume from this study that the secondary school principal ' s role 
preferably should include being a member of the local teachers' association. 
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CllAPTER t\' 
SUMMARY, CO CLUS IUN::i ANJJ RECOMMENDATIONS 
The problem 
The problem at the outset of th1s study was that the professional 
negotiations role of the secondary school prmcipal is the least clearly defined 
and the related conflicts may affect h1s produc t ive performance. 
The purposes of the study 
The purposes of this study was threefold : The first was to determine 
if there were significant differences among the five responding Utah educational 
groups (school board presidents, dtstr1ct superintendents, local teacher associ-
a ti on presidents, secondary school pnncip~ ls, and secondary schoo l teachers) as 
they perceived the role of the secondary school pnncipal in professional ad mini -
stration and collective negotiations . The study determined if the differences 
existed between secondary schoo l prtnCi!Jals and schoo l board presidents, between 
secondary schoo l principals and supermtendents, between secondary school 
principa ls and local teacher assoc iation presidents, and between secondary 
school principals and secondary school teachers . 
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The second purpose explored 1f there was consensus within each 
educationa l group and lo what degree each group expected tile secondary school 
princ ipa l to perform a spec ifiC function. 
The third purpose was to determ1ne if s ignificant differences existed 
among the urban and r ural segments of the responding groups. 
In an attempt to accomplish these purposes , the following null hypotheses 
were tested : 
1. There is no significant dJ fference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional role as 
defined by the "Principal's Role Expecta tion Scale" as it relates to instruction 
and curriculum development. 
2. There is no significant diffe rence among the res ponding groups in 
the perception of the secondary school principal 's professional role as defined 
by the "Principal 's Role Expectation Scale" as it re lates to personnel staffing 
and placement. 
3. There is no significant d1fference among the responding groups in 
the perception of the secondary sc hoo l prlncJpaJ's professional role as defined 
by the "Princ ipal 's Role Expectation Seale" as it re lates to pupil arrangement 
and control. 
4. There is no significan t difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary sc hool pnnc1pal 's professional role a s 
defined by the "Principal's Rol e Expec tation Scale" as tt relates to public 
relations. 
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5. There are no stgnificantdtfferences amo ng the responding groups in 
the perception of the secondary school princtpal's professional role as defined 
by the "Principal 's Role Expectation Scale " as Jt relates to school building 
management and finance. 
6. There is no stgnifica nt dJ fference among the responding groups in 
the perception of the secondary school prmcipal 's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it re lates to his 
participation in the negotiation process. 
7. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to 
grievance procedures. 
8. There is no signifi cant dlfference among the responding groups 
in the perceptwn of the secondary principal ' s professional negotiation role 
as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it t•elates t.o action 
taken by the principal during an impasse. 
9. There is no significant difference among the responding groups 
in the perception of the secondary school principal's professional negotiation 
role as defined by the "Principal's Role Expectation Scale" as it relates to 
membership in professional associations . 
Ftrocedures 
The data were gathered from 486 individuals representing five groups 
of Utah's educational enterprise. The groups were selected from each of Utah's 
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forty local school districts. An instrument , "The Principal's Role Expectation 
Scale," was developed which provided data abo ut the perceived expected profes-
sional a nd collective negotiations roles of the secondary school principal. Leik's 
Measure of Ordinal Consensus was used w ar n ve at a Consensus Score (CS) 
and to determine the per cent of consensus within each of the groups. A weighted 
mean value was also computed on the alternative r esponse options . An analysis 
of variance was used to tes t for di fferences among groups. Where a significant 
F ra tio was found , using the . 05 level of significance , the Dunca n' s New Multiple 
Range Test was applied. This test is designated to locate differences between 
paired groups. 
Principal's professional role 
Instr uction and curriculum developm ent. The firs t null hypothesis 
that there was no s ignificant difference among the responding groups in the per -
ception of the secondary principal's professional role as defined by the "Principal's 
Role Expectation Scale " as .it related to ins truction a nd curriculum development, 
was r ejected. It was determined that a significant difference at the . Ollevel 
existed among the mean scores of the respondmg groups . Although there was 
a significant difference among the responding groups , it was evident from further 
ana.lysis by use of Leik 's Measure of Ordina l Consensus , the mean value responses 
a nd Duncan's New Multiple Range Test that the general te ndency of the groups 
was to expec t principals to perform the related curriculum and development 
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roles. HOwever , a few segments of the respondmg groups produced response 
scores that may be assumed to 1ndicate divergent role expectations for the 
secondary school principal. School bvard presidents preferred on item 7 
to limit the amount of a school princ.ipal ' s involvement in formulating the 
philosophy and objectives of a school distnct by indica ting that someone else 
may at times be responsible for this function. Each of the other responding 
groups preferred to place th is prerogative on the secondary school principal. 
Another area in which principals possibly should not have total responsibility 
as inferred by school board preside nts , particularly urban board presidents, 
was on item number 19. This item referred to the principal's responsibility 
to determine the elective courses taught in his school. However , the other 
r espond ing groups agreed that this should be the prereogative of the principal. 
Rural secondary school teachers may be assumed to infer by their respo nses 
to item number 6 that principals should not be the agent responsible at all 
t imes for the determination of student extracur ricular activities in his school. 
However, other responding groups indicated that t hi s preferably should be the 
function of the secondary school princ ipal. 
Personnel staffing and place ment. The second null hypothesis that there 
was no significant difference among the responding groups in the perception of the 
secondary school principal 's professional role as defined by the "Principal's Role 
Expectation Scale" as it related to personnel s taffing and placement, was rejected . 
The difference was at the . 05 level of sigm h ca nce. A more complete statistical 
analysis revealed that the general tendency o f the responding groups indicated 
that the principal preferably s hould perform the related personnel staff and 
placement functions. It should be noted on 1tem number 20 that there was 
101 
almost total agreement a mong urban superintendents , urban association presi-
dents and urban secondary school principals that the principal preferably should 
ass ign teac hers in his building to their spec1fic teaching dutie s. However , 
there was some incongruity between ur ban secondary school teachers and most 
principals about the principal's ro le to assign teachers to their special non-
teaching duties such as lunch room supervision. The urban secondary school 
teachers' response indica ted that ii may or may not be the responsibility of the 
s econda ry school princ ipal to assign teachers to special non-teaching assign -
ments such as lunch room supervision (1t.e m number 15) but each of the other 
responding groups indicated that this preferably should be inc luded as one of 
the principal's functions. But, the r esponses of the rura l secondary school 
teachers and almost a ll of the association presidents may be assumed to indi-
cate that the secondary school principal s hould assign teachers in his building 
to the special non-teaching assignments such a s lunch room supervision. Al-
though it may be assumed that the tendency of the responses to item number 14 
indicated that the principal preferably should be responsible to recruit and ass ign 
substitute teachers in his school , there was a difference between the responses 
from the urban and rural respondent groups . Most u rban respondents of this 
study may be assumed to indicate that someone else other than the principal 
should recruit and assign substitute teachers but most rural respondents and 
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almost all superintendents tended to agree that this p1·eferably should be a function 
of the secondary school principal. 
Pupil arrangement and control. The tlurd null hypothesis that there 
was no significant difference among the responding groups in the perception 
of the secondary school principal 's professwna l role as defined by the 
"Principal's Role Expectatwn Scale" as it related to pupil arrangement and 
control , was rejected. The difference was at the . 05 level of significance . 
The significant difference among the responding groups for this hypothesis 
appeared to be between the classification on the response continuum of prefer-
ably should- PS --and absolutely must--AM--performance role expectations 
of the secondary school principals . However , it may be assumed from this 
study that the principals' role s houl.d include a) the determination of student 
grooming and dress standards and (b) the general conduct and discipline of 
students in their buildings. 
Public relations. The fourth null hypothesis tha t there was no signifi -
cant difference among the responding groups in the perception of the secondary 
school principal 's professional rol e as defined by the "Principal 's Role Expec-
tation Scale" as it related to public relations , was rejected. The difference 
was at the . 05 level of significance. There was no significant difference among 
the responding groups on item number 24 which revealed that the principal 
preferably should be responsible for expla1nin g the school district's philosophy 
to the faculty and to the patrons of his school. Although t.here was a significant 
difference among the responding groups , it was indicated by all but the school 
103 
board presidents that the principal preferably should perform the related public 
relations role . The school board pres1dents ' response inferred on item number 
5 that principals should not be respons1ble a t a ll ttmes for involving the com-
munity in determining policies , planning programs and evaluating achievement 
of the school. 
School building management and finance . The fifth null hypothesis that 
there was no significant difference among the responding groups in the perception 
of the secondary school principal' s professional role as defined by the "Principal's 
Role Expectation Scale" as i.t related to school building management and finance, 
was reject,ed. The difference was at the . 01 level of significance . Although 
there was a significant difference among the responding groups, it may be 
stated that the principa l preferably should perform the school building and . 
finance functions as tested by this hypothesis . 
Principal's negotiation role 
The negotiations process . The sixth null hypothesis that there was 
no significant difference a mong the respondmg groups in the perception of the 
secondary school principal ' s professiona l negott a tions role as defined by the 
"Pr incipa l 's Role Expectation Sca le " as it r elated to his participation in the 
negotiations process, was rejected. Nine of the items were significant a t the 
. 01 level of significance . Item number 32 was not significant but responses 
indicated that the principa l preferably should not serve as a liason person between 
the board of education a nd the teachers ' association in the communication of vital 
information during the negotiations process . 
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Each of the responding groups as they were compared with the princi-
pals 1 group on the other nine principal negotiation role items produced signifi-
cant range differences and the results are reported as follows : Each of the 
responding groups indicated on item number 46 that the principal preferably 
should resist measures which if negotiated would reduce the authority he needs 
to carry out his duties and responsibilities. There was general agreement 
among the responding groups on item number 36 that the principal preferably 
should not represent the principals 1 association as a separate unit in collective 
negotiations. The responses from each of the respond ing groups , including the 
principals 1 , appeared to indicate that the principal absolutely must not perform 
this particular function. The tendency of the scores from the responding 
groups to item number 41 indicated that the secondary school principals 
preferably should be a ''bystander" with no involvement in the negotiations 
process. However , urban secondary school teachers seemed to indicate that 
the principal preferably should not be a ''bys tander. " The superintendents, 
however, inferred from their responses that the principal's function in this 
area was conditional--he may or may not be a ''bystander. " Item number 39 
produced scores which indicated almost total agreement and consensus from 
the responding groups that the principal absolutely must not be a member of the 
team representing the teachers' association in collective negotiatipns. Each of 
the responding groups agreed that the principal preferably should be a member 
of the team representing the board of education in collective negotiations with 
teachers, item number 49 , However , urban school superintendents responded 
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to this item with 100 per cent consensus that the secondary school princ ipal 
absolutely must perform this role. All groups with the exception of the 
superintendents tended to agree that the principal preferably should be a con -
sultant to the board of education, item number 42 , during the negotiations process . 
Urban superintende nts indicated that the principal may or may not perform this 
particular role. Each of the responding groups agreed on item number 48 that 
the principal preferably should be a consultant to the teachers' association 
during negotiations. The tende ncy of each group's response may be assumed 
to indicate that the principal absolutely must perform this role as part of his 
responsibility. The tendency of the responding groups to item number 27, 
should the principal be a consultant to both the board of education and the 
teachers' representatives during negotiations may be assumed to indicate that 
the principal preferably should not pe rform this function. However , the 
principa ls' group response tended to indicate that the principal perceived his 
role as one that preferably should include being a consultant to both the board 
of education and the teachers' representatives during negotiations . There was 
almost total agreement and consensus on the scores from each responding group 
to item number 38 that the secondary sc hool principal absolutely must not inform 
all school publics on issues under consideration in profes sional negotiations 
(Refer to conclusions for a r eas of congruency and incongruity , pages 112-114, 
115-120.) 
Grievance procedures . The seventh null hypothesis that there was 
no significant difference among the respond ing groups in the perception of the 
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secondary school principal's professional negotiations role as defined by the 
"Principal's Role Expects tion Scale" as it related to the grievance procedures, 
was rejected. It was dete rmined that there was a significant difference on eight 
of the nine items at the . 01 level of significance. 
The responses from each of the responding groups to item number 34 
appeared to indicate that the particular circumstances may dictate whether or 
not principals should serve on a district-wide grievance committee represent-
ing the principal's association. However , each of the responding groups appeared 
to indicate on item number 50 that principals preferably should serve on a district-
wide grievance committee representing the board of education. Each of the respond-
ing groups with the exception of the urban association presidents responded to 
item number 28 with an inference that the principal preferably should serve on 
a district-wide grievance committee representing the teachers' association. 
Urban association presidents inferred that the principal may or may not serve 
in this capacity. School board presidents , superintendents , and principals 
tended to agree on item number 37 that the principal 's role preferably should 
include the function of provid,ing an election system for determining teacher 
representation on the grievance committee in his school. Association presidents 
and secondary school teachers generally agreed that the principal preferably 
should not perform this function . The responses to item number 30 indicated 
that superintendents and school board presidents perceived that the principal 
preferably should not be responsible for organizing a faculty grievance committee 
in his school. Principals , association presidents and secondary school teachers 
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responded to the same item with the inference that principals may or may not 
include this responsibility as one of their functions . Item number 31 produced 
responses that were not significantly different. The responding groups indi-
cated that the principal should not select the teacher representatives to serve 
on the grievance committee in his school. Each of the responding groups 
inferred by their responses to item number 40 that the principal should not be 
involved in all stages of the grievance process between a teacher or teachers 
in his school and the board of education. Each of the responding groups 
generally agreed to item number 47 that secondary school principals prefer-
ably should be bound to carry out negotiated agreements made between the 
board of education and teachers' representatives though he, the pr incipal, 
was not represented in the negotiations process. 
Impasse action. The eighth null hypothesis that there was no significant 
difference among the responding groups in the perception of the secondary 
school principal's professional negotiations role as defined by the "Principal's 
Role Expectation Scale" as it related to action taken by the principal during 
an impasse was rejected. The difference was at the . 01 level of significance. 
It was also indicated by each of the responding groups that the principal pre-
ferably should refuse to open and conduct his school unless state certified 
teachers are employed in the case of a teacher impasse which involves the 
withholding of services, item number 49. One may assum e from this study, 
item number 29, that there was a lack of consensus within the responding 
secondary school teachers' and association presidents' groups about the 
principal' s responsibility to manage a nd direct the operation of his school in 
the case of negotiations impasse whic h invo lves the withholding of services 
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by teachers when the board of education orders the schools to be staffed by 
substitute teachers . School board pres idents , s uperintendents , and principals 
may be assumed to have indicated that the principal's role preferably should be 
one which includes the management and direction of his school under such 
circumstances. School superintendents may be assumed to have inferred from 
their r esponses to item number 33 that the principal absolutely must not with-
hold his service during a teache r-school board negotiations impasse when teachers 
withhold their services. School board presidents along with principals inferred 
by their responses that principals preferably should not withhold their services 
under s uch conditions. Secondary school teachers and association presidents 
inferred by their responses that principals may or may not withhold their 
services. One could assume, however, tha t the teacher groups' r esponse 
scores were polarized in the direction which would mean that the principal 
preferably should withhold his services a long with teachers during a teacher-
sclx>ol board impasse. 
Association members hip. The ninth null hypothesis that there was no 
significant difference among the responding groups in the perception of the 
secondary school princ ipal 's professional negotiations role as defined by the 
"Principal' s Role Expectation Scale" as it related to membership in professional 
associations, was rejec ted. The difference was at the . Ollevel of significance. 
Although there was a s ignificant difference among the responding groups, it may 
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be assumed from this study, item numbers 44 and 45 which received general 
agreement fro m each of the responding groups indicated that the secondary 
school principal's role preferably should include that of not onlY: having the 
right to be a member of the local teachers' association but that he, the principal, 
should be a member of the teachers' organization. 
Conclusions 
On the basis of the findings of this study, the following conclusions 
were reached: 
General conclusions 
1. Each hypothesis produced a significa nt statistical difference 
among the responding groups as they perceived the secondary school principal's 
profe ssional administration and collective negotiation roles. Therefore, each 
hypothe sis was rejected. 
2. Although the re was a significant difference among the responding 
groups pertaining to the secondary school principal's perceived professional 
adminis tra tion roles, the re was a high pe r cent of consensus within the 
responding groups about these role s. It was also apparent that there was a 
higher per cent of cons ensus within the responding groups about the principal's 
professional administration roles than there was about his negotiation roles. 
3. There was no statistically significant difference among the respond-
ing rural and urban segments of Utah 's educational enterprise about the secondary 
school principal ' s profess iona l ad mini stration and negotiations roles. 
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4. There was a high per cent of consensus within most groups per-
taining to the secondary school principal's negotiation roles. However , the 
consensus scores and the mean value nsponses indicated several a r eas of diver-
gent points of view both within and between the responding groups. However, 
in other areas, congruency was found. 
5. Some areas of incongruency between the related principal's 
professional administration roles and his collective negotiation roles may be 
presumed to indicate paradoxes (see conclusions beyond the statistical analysis, 
pages 117-120. 
Specific conclusions -areas of agreement 
Principal's professional role 
1. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for providing appropriate roles for teachers to play in developing policies 
for the school. 
2. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for determining the overall organizational pattern of the school (graded, 
multi-graded, departmentalization , self-contained , etc.) . 
3. There was general agreement that the principal should be 
responsible for the planning and development of the school curriculum. 
4. There was general agreement that the principal should be 
responsible for determining the teacher-pupil ratio for each individual class -
room. 
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5. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for curriculum planning and development for the improvement of instruc-
tion in the school. 
6. There was general agreement that the principal should be involved 
with the district staff in the selection of teachers to be employed in his school. 
7. There was general agreement that the principal should be responsible 
for ass igning teache rs in his building to their specific teaching duties. 
8. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for evaluating teaching proficiency of each teacher under his supervision. 
9. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for recommending teachers under his supervision for tenure or dismissal. 
10. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for interpreting the feelings and needs of all employees under his 
direction to the superintendent and the board of education. 
11. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for determining the grooming and dress standard s of students attending 
his school. 
12. There was general agreement that the principal s hould be respon-
sible for the general conduct and discipline of the students in his school. 
13. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for the temporary suspension of students from his school. 
14. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for es tablishing the school's philosophy on student grading and reporting to 
parents. 
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15. There whs general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for explaining the school district's philosophy to the faculty and to the 
pa trons of his school. 
16. There was general agreement that the principal should be respon-
sible for making written and oral reports to the board of education and to the 
public on the purposes, programs and achievements of the school. 
17. There was general agreement that the principal should be 
r esponsible for recommending the budget for his school. 
18. There was general agr eement that the principal should be 
responsible for the expenditure of funds allocated to his school. 
19. There was general agreement that the principal should be 
responsible to account for studentbody fees and other school funds. 
20. There was general agreement that the principal should be 
responsible for the maintenance and operation of the school facilities to which 
he is assigned. 
P rincipal 's negotiation role 
21. There was general agreement that the principal should not serve 
as a liason person between the board of education and the teachers' association 
in the communication of vital information during negotiations. 
22. There was general agreement that the principal should resist 
measures which if negotiated would reduce the authority he needs to carry out 
his duties and responsibilities. 
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23 . There was general agreement that the principal should notre -
present the principals' association as a separate unit in collective negotiations . 
24. There was general agreement that the principal s hould not be 
a member of the team representing the teachers' assoc iation in collective 
negotiations. 
25 . There was general agreement that the principal should be a 
member of the team representing the board of education in collective negoti -
ations with teachers. 
26. There was general agreement that the principal should be a con-
sultant to the teachers' association during negotiations. 
27. There was general agreement that the principal s hould not keep 
all school publics informed in issues under consideration in professional 
negotiations. 
28. There was general agreement that the principal may or may not 
se rve on a district-wide grievance committee representing the principal's 
assoc iation. 
29. There was general agreement tha t the principal should serve 
on a district-wide grievance committee representing the board of education. 
30. There was general agreement that the principal s hould not 
select the teacher r epresentatives to serve on the grievance committee in his 
school. 
31. The re was genera l agreement tha t the principal should not be 
involved in all stages of the grievancec process between a teacher or teachers 
in his school and the board of education. 
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32. There was general agreement that the principal should be bound 
to carry out negotiated agreements made between the board of education and 
teachers' representatives though he was not represented in the negotiations 
process. 
33. There was general agreement that the principa l should refuse 
to open and conduct hi s school unless state certified teachers are employed 
in the case of a teacher impasse which involves the withholding of services. 
34. There was general agreement that the principal could and 
preferably should be a member of the local teachers' association. 
Specific conclusions-areas of incongruity 
Principal's professional role 
1. School board presidents preferred to limit principal involvement 
in formulating the philosophy and objectives of the school district. The 
responses of the school board presidents indicated that the principal preferably 
s hould be involved in this process but the consensus score was not high within 
the school board presidents' group. However , each of the other responding 
groups gave an affirmative r esponse that principals should be involved in this 
process. 
2. School board presidents inferred that principals preferably 
should not be responsible for determining the e lective courses taught in his 
school. The other r esponding groups indica ted that this should be the 
prerogative of the principal. 
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3. Rural secondary school teachers indicated that the principal should 
not at all times be responsible for determining what student extra -curricular 
activities should be conducted in the school. The other responding groups 
preferred to convey this prerogative to the principal. 
4. Urban secondary school teachers tended to infer that the principal 
preferably should not be responsible to assign teachers in his building to special 
non-teac hing assignments such as lunch-room supervision, club sponsorship, etc. 
However, each of the other responding groups indicated that this preferably 
should be one of the principal's functions. 
5. Urban segments with the exception of superintendents of each 
responding group indicated that someone other than the principal should be 
responsible for recruiting and assigning substitute teachers in his school. 
Rural segments and most superintendents of the responding groups indicated 
that the principal should carry out this task. 
6. School board presidents indicated that the principals preferably 
should not at all times be responsible to involve the community in determin-
ing policies, planning programs and evaluating achievement of the school. 
However, the other responding groups did indicate that this preferably should 
be the responsibility of the school principal. 
Principal's negotiation role 
7. Urban superintendents appeared to indicate that the principals 
may or may not serve as consultants to the board of education during 
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negotiations. However , the other responding groups indicated that the principal 
preferably should function in this capacity. 
8. Secondary school principals tended to agree that their role may 
include being a consultant to both the board of education and the teachers' 
representatives during negotiations. However, the other responding groups 
indicated that the principal preferably should not function in this capacity. 
The consensus scores of each group were either slightly below or slightly 
above 50 per cent which may indicate a lack of consensus within each of the 
responding groups to this particular function of the secondary school principal. 
9. Local association presidents indicated that the principal may or 
may not serve on a district-wide grievance committee representing the 
teachers' association. However, the other responding groups indicated that 
the principal preferably should not serve in this capacity. 
10. School board presidents, superintendents , and principals indicated 
that the principal's role prefe rably should include providing for an election 
system for determining teacher representation on the grievance comm ittee in 
his school. However , association presidents and teachers indicated that the 
principal preferably should not be respons ible to carry out this function. 
11. Principals, association presidents and teachers indicated that 
the principal may or may not be responsible for organizing a faculty committee 
on grievances for his school. However, school board presidents and superin-
tendents indicated that the principal preferably should not perform this function. 
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12. School board presidents, superintendents, and principals agreed 
that when there is a teacher-school board impasse in negotiations and teachers 
withhold their services , the principal should not withhold his service. How-
ever, association presidents and teachers indicated that the principal may 
determine the action he takes relative to the particular circumstances. 
13. School board presidents, superintendents and principals indi -
cated that principals should manage and direct the operation of their schools 
in the case of a negotiation impasse which involves the withholding of services 
by teachers when the board of education orders the schools to be staffed by sub-
stitute teachers. Local association presidents appeared to indicate that the 
specific situation may dictate what course of action principals may take by 
respond ing that the principal may or may not manage his school. Teachers, 
however , indicated that principals should withhold their services. Low con-
sensus scores were recorded for the teachers' and the association presidents' 
groups inferring a lack of consensus within these two groups. 
Conclusions beyond the statistical analysis -
apparent areas of paradox 
1. There appeared to be general agreement that the principal should 
be responsible for determining the grooming and dress standards of students 
attending his school, for establishing his school's philosophy on student grad-
ing and r eporting to parents, and a lso for the planning and development of his 
school's curriculum. However , school board presidents appeared to limit 
the school principal's involvement in formulating the philosophy and objectives 
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of the school district. One may assume that student appearance , individual 
school curriculum and a school's grading system is direc tly influenced by 
the school district's philosophy and objectives. It, therefore, seems reason -
able to allow principal involvement in formulating district objectives and 
philosophies or possibly reduce princ ipal effectiveness with incongruent role 
expectations. 
2. There appeared to be general agreement a mong the responding 
groups that the principal should be responsible for such items as determining 
the classroom pupil-teacher ratio , the organizational pattern of the school and 
the general conduct and discipline of the students in his school. There a lso 
appeared to be general agreement among the responding groups that the princi-
pal should be bound to carry out negotiated agreements made between the board 
of education and the teachers' representatives even though he was not represented 
in the neggtiations process. Recent negotiation agreements between teachers' 
organizations and boards of education have resulted in changes in the classroo m 
pupil-teacher ratio , teacher welfare issues pertaining to working hours, and 
conditions which direc tly affect the ability of the principal to carry out his 
prescribed duties such as being responsible for the general conduct and discipline 
of the s tudents of his school. It may be assumed that the principal's r esponsibility · 
is in direc t re lationship to hi s involvement in the decision-making process and 
that a contradiction exists between the prescribed administrative role expecta -
tions of the principal and his ab ility to influence the negotiations process. 
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3. One may assume from t.his study that urban s econdary school 
teachers expect someone other than the teac her to be ass igned to special non-
teaching duties, such as lunch-room supervis ion and club sponsorship and 
that teac hers do not expect the principal to be responsible to fill these assign-
ments or assign teachers to these duties. There was general agreement, 
however, among the responding groups that the principal should not represent 
the principal's association as a separate unit in collective negotiations. Thus, 
it appears feasible under such circum stances , even though the principal may 
assume the role of consultant to the board of education , that added non-
administrative responsibilities will become his duties without collective 
representation. If the added non-administrative duties are not inconsistent 
with the responsibilities of the principal , then there is no inconsistency. How-
ever, if these duties become inconsistent with the responsibilities of the 
principal, there is an apparent paradox in the responses of the responding · 
groups. 
4. There was general agreement among the responding groups that 
the principal should not be a consultant to the board of education and the 
teachers' representatives during the negotia tions process. However, in 
separate items where the function of a principal may be assumed to be a con-
sultant to e ither the board of education or the teachers' representatives , each 
item received separate general agreement from the responding groups that 
princ ipals should perform a consultant role. One may assume that there is 
an apparent paradox to the expected role performance of the principal as it 
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may relate to his possible consultant functions during negotiations. If this 
is not correct, the responding groups must be assumed to expect the principal 
to be a consultant to one of the two groups during the negotiations process. 
5. There appeared to be general agreement among the responding 
groups that the principal should refuse to open and conduct his school unless 
state certified teachers are employed in his school in the case of a teacher 
impasse which involves the withholding of services. However, the respond-
ing groups also agreed that the school principal should manage and direct 
the operation of his school in the case of a negotiations impasse which involves 
the withholding .of services by teachers when the board of education orders 
the school to be staffed by substitute teachers . One may assume that during 
a teacher-board of education impasse in negotiations that state certified 
teachers would not be available and that substitute teachers, unless specially 
authorized by the state, would not meet the state's teaching certificate require-
ments. The inferred situation probably would present a severe amount of un-
reconcilable dissonance among representatives of the responding groups 
and place the principal in an untenable position. 
Recommendations 
On the basis of the data from this study, the conclusions reached from 
the statistical treatment of the data and the review of the related research, 
the following recommendations are made: 
1. A similar study should be made to include a sampling of the 
elementary school personnel of Utah's educational enterprise. Such a 
study may provide insights as to dichotomies that may exist between 
secondary and elementary personel. 
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2. A similar study should be made to include the sampling of both 
elementary and secondary personnel of the educational family in other states 
or comb ina !ion of states. 
2. "The Principal's Role Expectation Scale " should be updated and 
refined. The instrument should be based on the professional administration 
and collective negotiation practices in existence in the area being sampled. 
4. A research project might be considered to explore the percep-
tions among state department personnel, parent-teacher associations, labor 
leaders, university professors, legislators, community business leaders 
and lay citizens about the principal's expected negotiations roles. 
5. Other points on which this study did not explore involved the 
relationship between age, experience, and sex. A larger group sampling 
in further research might clarify areas of incongruity and agreement. 
6. The results of this study have implications for administrative 
training programs. Universities and colleges should be concerned with 
current labor movements of collective bargaining and how the principal's 
role in this area relates to his school functions. 
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7. Comprehensive studies may be undertaken to explore the organi-
zational structures and administrative patterns in school systems in order to 
develop principal role models that relate to the principal's functions in the 
professional negotiations process. 
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Comparison of the means of five groups of educational participants of nine m a jor categories 
of secondary principal role expectation items in relation to the degree of expected perfor-
mance as perceived by the participants using the analysis of varia nce 
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R:F = 2.39 
32.29 28. 76 
32.97 30.97 
17 . 71 16 .24 
16.34 15.50 
18.95 17 .68 
28 .82 27 .39 
22 . 53 22.44 
7.37 9. 92 
6 . 79 9.05 
**Alpha= . 01 df = 4/ 434 
31.25 28.25 30.12 14 . 93** 
34.35 31.05 32.29 20. 39** 
17 .51 16.39 16.92 6.84** 
16.60 16 . 29 16.20 5.15** 
18.43 17.51 18.02 5.59** 
31.25 28.76 29 .50 6. 95** 
23.74 23.13 22.97 2. 73* 
8.86 9.75 9 . 05 10.98** 
7.51 7. 26 7.35 7. 93** 





April 23, 1969 
A "Principal's Role Expectation" questionnaire was mailed to you on 
April 4 , 1969, from the Department of Educational Administration. 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to provide data for a research 
study designed to ldent!f:y- the professional role and the role in col-
lective negotia tions of the school principal. 
It is realized that this is an extremely busy time of the year for public 
school personnel. However , since the success: of this study is dependent 
upon your response , please take time to complete and return the question-
naire. If by chance the previous correspondence did not r each you, let 
me know and I will forward another instrument. 
Th ank you ve ry much for your cooperation and participation. 
TEH/ bh 
Sincerely yours, 
Terrance E. Hatch 




Educa tors Respondent Data Sheet 




The principal is a key person in determining the qua lity of education in 
a school system. In his position it is important tha t he have excellent inter-
persona l relations with teachers , the centra l office staff, the superintendent and 
the Board of Education. There is much concern 'l. mong principa ls 'l.nd others 
about these re lationships in light of r ecent deve lopments in the negoti a tions 
process . In particula r the principal ' s role is not a lways c lear. We wou ld 
like your he lp in indic "lting: (1) What you think his professional role should be; 
and (2) wha t his role in negoti ations should be . A 11 individual responses will 
be kept confidential. At no time wi ll an individua l or school district be identified. 
This study has the endorsement of the executive boards of the Utah Society 
of Superintendents , School Boards Association , the State Department of Public 
Instructi on , the Local Presidents and Executi ve Council of Dep!irtment Adminis-
tration and Supervisors of U. E . A. , the Elementary and Secondary Principa l's 
Associations. 
Sincerely your s , 
Terrance E. Hatch 
Professor of Educa tion 
Utah State Uni versity 
Please check the appropriate column and go on to next page . 
51. ~ 52. Mari ta 1 Status 
Unde r 25 Single 
26-35 Married 
36-50 Di vorced 






Total years as " superintendent ___ _ Total years as a teacher ____ _ 
Total ye ars as a principal Total years educational 
exper ience 
55. School Size (Teacher or Principal Check appropriate one.) 
Elementar y student population 
up to 200 
201-400 
401-up 
Secondary student population 







Respondent Da ta Shee t : School Board President 
Name. _______ _______ _ 
Occupation.~------------
School Dtstrict. _________ _ 
Dear 
The principal is a key person in determining the quality of educ ation 
in a school system. In his position it is important that he have excellent inter-
persona l relations with teachers , the central office s taff , the superintendent and 
the Board of Education. There is much concern among principa ls and others about 
these r e lationships in light of recent developments in the negoti ations process . In 
particular the principal ' s role is not a lways clear. We would like your help in 
indicating: (1) what you think his professional role should be ; and (2) what his role 
in negotiations should be . All individual responses wi ll be kept confidential. At 
no time will an individual or school district be identified. 
This s tudy has the e ndorse ment of the executive boards of the Utah 
Society of Superintendents , School Boards Association, The State Department of 
Public Instruction , the Local Presidents and Executive Council of Department 
Administration and Supervisors of U. E . A., The E lementa ry and Secondary Prin-
cipa l 's Associations . 
Sincerely your s , 
Terrance E . Hatch 
Professor of Education 
Utah State Universi ty 





51 and over 
53 . Experience 
52 . Sex 
Male 
Female 
Total years as a member of the Board of Educa tion __ _ 
Appendix E 
PrinCif •a ls Ro le Expecta tiOn Scale 
Directions : Please indicate the degree of mvo lvement , auth -
ority , or respons1btlity ( though he may delegate 
it) the pr incq a! should have in re lationship to 
the management o f the school to wh 1ch he is 
assigned . 
Place an (X) in the app ropr1ate column. 
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Please return to : 
Dr . T . E . Hatch 
Dept. o f Ed. Ad . 
Utah State Univ . 
Logan , Utah 84321 
NOTE : Please MARK EACH item for both the e lementary princ ipal (EP) and the 
secondary principa l (SP ) even though you may consider the role to be the same. 
PROFESSIONAL ROLE 
KE AMN - Absolutely Must Not; PSN - Preferab ly Should Not; 
MMN - May or May Not; PS - Preferably Should; 
AM - Absolu tel y Must 
ITEMS: 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD : AMN PSN MMN PS AM 
Sample : Teach in the classroom at least one EP 
oeriod oer dav each month SP 
1. Be responsible for determining the teacher - EP 
nunil ratio for each individu a l cl assroom SP 
2. Be responsible for determining the overall 
organizational pattern of the school : (graded, EP 
multi -grade , departmenta li zation , self-
contained etc . l SP 
3. Be responsible for making wr1tten and oral 
reports to the board of education and to the EP 
public on the purposes , programs and 
achievements of the school . SP 
4. Be responsib le for evaluating teachi o.g 
EP 
proficiency of each teacher under his 
suoervision. SP 
5. Be responsible for involving the community in 
EP 
determining policies , planning programs and 
evaluatin<r achievement o f the school SP 
6. Be responsible for determining what student 
EP 
extracurricular activities should be conducted 
in the school. SP 
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KEY: AMN - Abso lute ly Must Not , PSN -· Preferably Should Not; 
MMN - May or May ot ; PS - Preferably Should ; AM - Absolutely Must. 
ITEMS : 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD: AMN PSN MMN PS AM 
7. Be involved in formul ating the philosophy and EP 
objectives of the school district . SP 
8. Be responsible for the expenditure of funds EP 
allocated to his school , SP 
9. Be responsib le for interpreting the feelings 
and needs of a ll employees under his direc- EP 
tion to the superintendent and board of edu-
cation. SP 
10. Be responsible for establishmg the school ' s EP 
philosophy on student grading and reporting 
to parents . SP 
11. Be responsible for curriculum planning and EP 
development for the improvement of 
instruction in the school. SP 
12. Be responsible for recommending teachers EP 
under his su2ervision for tenure or dismissal. SP 
13 . Be responsible for temporary suspension of EP 
students from his school. SP 
14 . Be responsible for recruiting and assigning EP 
substitute teachers in his school. SP 
15. Be responsible for assigning teachers in 
his building to special non- teaching assign- EP 
ments such as lunchroom supervision, club 
sponsorship , etc. SP 
16 . Be responsible for determining the grooming 
EP 
and dress standards of students attending his 
school. SP 
17. Be responsible for the maintenance and 
EP 
operation of the school facilities to which he 
is assigned . SP 
18. Be responsible for the planning and deve lop- EP 
ment of the school curriculum. SP 
19 . Be responsible for determining what elective EP 
courses will be taught in his school. SP 
20. Be responsible for assigning teachers in his EP 
building to their sp~cific teaching d~.tties . SP 
21. Be responsible for recommending the budget EP 
for his school. SP 
22. Be responsible for the genera l conduct and EP 
disci2line of the students in his school SP 
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KEY: AMN - Abso lutely Must Not; PSN ·· Preferably Should Not ; 
MMN - May or May Not ; PS - Preferably Shou ld ; AM - Absolute ly Must. 
ITEMS: 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD: AMN PSN MMN PS AM 
23. Be involved with the district staff in the 
EP 
selection of teachers to be•employed in 
hi s school. SP 
24 . Be r esponsible for explaining the school 
EP 
dis tr ict ' s phil osophy to the facu lty and to 
the oatrons of his s chool. SP 
25. Be responsible to account for studentbody EP 
fees and other school funds . SP 
26. Be respons ible for providing appropriate 
EP 
ro les for teachers to play in developing 
ooli c ies for the school. SP 
NEGOTIATION ROLE 
Cons ider what you believe to be the school principal's role in the oper ation of his 
s chool as indicated in the above questions and then respond to wha t degree he 
shou ld or should not be involved in the following areas of pr ofessional negotia tions . 
KEY: AMN - Abso lute ly Must Not ; PSN - Preferably Should Not; MMN - May or 
May Not; PS - Preferably Should ; AM - Absolute ly Must. 
ITEMS: 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD : AMl\ PSN MMN PS AM 
27. Be a consu ltant to both the bo ard of education 
EP 
and the teacher ' s representatives during 
ne e:otiations . SP 
28. Se r ve on a district wide grievance committee EP 
renr esentine: the teachers 1 association. SP 
29 . Manage and direct the operation of hi s school 
in the case of a negotiations impass which 
EP involves the withholding of services by 
teachers when the board of education orders 
the schools to be s taffed bv substitute teachers . SP 
30. Be respons ible for organizing a facu lty com- E P 
mi ttee on e:rievances for his school. SP 
31. Se lect the teacher representatives to serve EP 
on the e:rievance committee in his school. SP 
32. Serve as a liason per.11on between the board 
of educa tion and the teachers ' association in EP 
the communication of vital information during 
ne.,.otiations . SP 
136 
KEY : AMN -Absolutely Must Not; PSN - Preferably Should Not ; 
MMN - May or May Not; PS - Preferably Should; AM- Absolutely Must . . 
ITEMS 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD : AMN PSN MMN PS AM 
33. Wheil there is a teacher - school board impasse 
in negotiations and teachers withho ld service EP 
the principal should withhold his services 
also. SP 
34. Serve on a district wide grievance committee EP 
r epresenting the principal ' s association SP 
35 . Have no respo nsibility in determining mem- EP 
bership on a teacher ' s grievance committee . SP 
36. Represent the principal 's association as a EP 
separate unit in collective negotiations . SP 
37 . Be responsible for providing an election 
system for determining teacher repre - EP 
sentation on the grievance committee in 
his school. SP 
38 . Keep all school publics informed on the 
EP 
issues under consideration in professional 
negotiations . SP 
39 . Be a member of the team representing the 
EP 
teachers ' association in collective 
negotiations . SP 
40. Be involved in a ll stages of the grievance 
EP 
process between a teacher or teachers in 
his school and the board of education. SP 
41. Be a "bystander" with no involvement in the EP 
negoti a tion process . SP 
42 . Be a consultant to the Board of Education EP 
during negotiations . SP 
43 . Refus e to open and conduct his school unless 
state cer ti fied teachers are employed in the EP 
case of a teacher impasse which involves the 
withho ld ing of services . SP 
44 . Be a member of the local teachers ' associ- EP 
ation. SP 
45. Have the r ight to be a member of the local EP 
teachers 1 association. SP 
46 . Resist measur es which if negotiated would 
EP 
reduce the authority he needs to carry out 
his duties and resPonsibilities . SP 
137 
KEY: AMN - Absolutely Must Not ; PSN - Preferably Should Not; MMN - May 
or May Not ; PS- Preferably Should ; AM - Absolutely Must. 
ITEMS: 
THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SHOULD; AMN PSN MMN PS AM 
47 . Be bound to carry out negotiated agree -
ments made between the board of education EP 
and teacher ' s representatives though he was 
not re]lresented in the negoti a tions process. SP 
48 . Be a consu ltant to the teachers ' association EP 
durin~r ne~rotiations . SP 
49 . Be a member of the team representing the 
EP 
board of education in collective negotiations 
with teachers. SP 
50. Serve on a district wide grievance committee EP 
reQresenting the board of education. SP 
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